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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Much of Connecticut's coastline has been developed for marinas and other water-
dependent activities, for business and industry, and especially for residences,
both year-round and seasonal. Some of this development has occured in hazard
prone areas subject to coastal flooding and erosion. Government and individual
property owners have attempted to reduce the frequency and extent of flood re-
lated damage through structural means, such as seawalls, as well as through
nonstructural measures including floodplain regulations, floodproofing,

mapping of flood hazard areas, and flood insurance.

Another approach to reducing future flood damages is through the acquisition

of floodprone properties by public agencies. Section 1362 of the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended, specifically provides for the acqui-
sition of flood damaged properties and conversion of the properties to a public
open space or recreational use. This study identifies specific locations along
the Connecticut coast where this technique has high potential for being appli-

cable following.a future major flood.

Acquisition of flood damaged properties pursuant to Section 1362 is possible
only in very limited circumstances. Under the terms of the legislation and
implementing regulations, all the following requirements must be satisfied

before acquisition may take placel:

(1) developed property must be severely damaged by flooding;

(2) the damaged property must be insured under the National

Flood Insurance Program;
(3) the owner must be willing to sell the property voluntarily;

(4) the state or local government must be willing to accept title
to the property following acquisition and use it for open space

or other public purposes compatible with the flood risk;

For a more precise description of these requirements, see page 17 of the
report.
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(5) federal funds sufficient tc finance the acquisition must be
available.

These requirements shaped the methodology of this study.

The study was conducted in two phases. Phase I was a preliminary screening

designed to identify areas meeting three criteria:
- vulnerability to damage from coastal flooding;

- good potential to serve public purposes if acguired following

damage from coastal floods; and

- acceptability of acquisition to property owners and state or

local governments.

In Phase I1I, the twenty areas identified in Phase I were examined more
thoroughly.l All but one of the twenty areas proved to contain at least some
properties with high potential for meeting the flood damage criteria estab-
lished for 1362 eligibility. Areas were not judged to have high potential for
future eligibility, however, unless they also satisfied other program criteria.
Two of these additional criteria proved particularly important: suitability

for future public use (thus excluding, for example, some areas in which

properties having high potential for future eligibility were widely scattered)

and community interest in acquisition of the areas. The areas judged to have
high potential for future eligibility for acquisition under the Section 1362

program are smmarized in Table A.

Even if Section 1362 funding is made available for an acquisition project, the
community or state agency undertaking the project may need to supplement it
with‘additional funding. The amount of supplementary funding needed would de-
pend on the extent of damage incurred during a future flood, the amount of

Section 1362 funding available, and other factors.

It is important to note that the results of this study depend upon the specific

methodology used and the assumptions and limitations built into .the methodology.

lFor a description of the Phase II methodology, see page 31.
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For example, all estimates of property damage were based on the occurrence of
a one percent flood and on estimates of water level and wave crest elevations
during that flood. The next major flood that occurs along the Connecticut
coast may, of course, be greater or less than the one percent flood. The
actual water levels and wave crest elevations may be greater or less than the
estimates. Local conditions may also change. In sum, the pattern of flooding

and damages can only be approximated by the methodology.

In addition to the identification of areas with a high potential suitability
for Section 1362 acquisition, the report suggests a number of specific actions
that both the state and municipalities may take. Many of these suggestions
involve ways of strengthening their overall floodplain management programs --
thereby also iﬁproving their opportunities for obtaining Section 1362 funds.
Other suggestions are offered for those communities that may wish to develop
a post-flood recovery and hazard mitigation plan. By developing this type of
plan, a municipality may be able to respond to a future disaster in ways that

bring positive community changes.
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TABLE A: AREAS WITH HIGH POTENTIAL SUITABILITY FOR SECTION 1362 ACQUISITION

Town/Areas

Norwalk
Harborview

Fairfield

Pine Creek Beach

Milford
Cedar Beach

Guilford
Grass Island

and

Madison
Circle Beach

C]infon
Cedar Island

Harbor View

Westbrook
West Beach

01d Saybrook

Chalker Beach

Great Hammock

Beach

Plum Bank Beach

0ld Lyme
Sound View

Community or State
interest in Public Reuse

Community boat launch as
recommended in town recrea-
tion plan

Provide parking and expand
existing town beach at end

of South Pine Creek Road

Additional beach recrea-
tion area for Milford

Develop state recreation
area adjacent to existing
state boat launch

Town recreation or expan-
sion of Hammonassett State
Park

Expand existing town beach
and marsh holdings and
develop as public beach

Expansion to existing town
beach

Additional public beach

Expansion of state holding
for wildlife protection or
additional public beach
for town

Expand existing town beach;
additional town beach

Expand existing town beach
and provide parking

X1

Properties Having High
Potential for Future
Section 1362 Eligibility

Group of § structures at

»south end of Beach Road

Group of about 15 contiguous
structures east of South
Pine Creek Road

Two small groups of structures

at eastern and western ends
of Cedar Beach

Small groups and scattered
properties in both the
Grass Island and Circle
Beach areas

More than one-half of the
structures on the island

Contiguous group of
structures in northern
section

Small group of structures
adjacent to existing town
beach

Essentially all structures

All structures

Structures on both sides of
existing town beach; group
of structures south of
existing town beach

Group of structures on both
sides of existing town
beach
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This coastal flood hazard area study is designed to contribute to the state's
ongoing coastal area management and floodplain management programs. The study

began with the state's recognition of the following:

- coastal development in many places is vulnerable to severe damage

from hurricanes and other coastal storms

- the period following severe damage from coastal storms provides

special opportunities for taking actions to reduce future damages

- advance planning for actions to take after storms greatly increases

the chances of taking advantages of these special opportunities

- plamning now for post-disaster acquisition of damaged strdctures and
assoctated land could increase the chances of Comnecticut communi-
ties obtaining a portiom of limited federal funds available for such
projects under Section 1362 of the National Flood Insurance Act.

Three outputs to guide pre-disaster planning and lay the groundwork for obtain-

ing post-disaster funding were expected to result from the study:

(1} Identification of about 20 developed areas subject to severe flood

and wave damage and an inventory of structures in these areas.

(2) Evaluation of the identified areas' potential for local or state
management serving needed recreation, open space, or other public

purposes.

(3) Guidance to municipalities on selected aspects of floodplain manage-

ment planning.

It is important to note that this study is not intended to identify the most
hazardous coastal areas in Connecticut. Instead, it seeks to identify already
developed coastal flood hazard areas that may be suitable for conversion to pub-

lic recreational or other open space uses following a major flood disaster.
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Accordingly, the study focuses on, but is not limited to, the possible future
acquisition by coastal municipalities or the State of Connecticut of coastal
properties that may be severely damaged by fldoding. The Flooded Property '
Acquisition Program (Section 1362 program) of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMZ-\)1 is the principal program that may provide funding for any future
acquisition of flood damaged properties. Consequently, the methodology for con-
ducting this study, and the results of the study, are largely dependent upon the

FEMA eligibility criteria for the Section 1362 program.

lSee page 17 for a discussion of the Section 1362 program.
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PHASES OF THE STUDY

The coastal flood hazard area study was conducted in two phases. The first

phase was designed to identify areas meeting three criteria:

(1) Located in a flood risk area within the Connecticut coastal zone;

(2) Good potential to serve public purposes if acquired following damage

from coastal floods, and

(3) Acguisition desirable from a local or state perspective.

The identification of these areas proceeded in a series of steps involving a
successive screening of candidate areas as progressivelﬁ more detailed infor-
mation was gathered. Twenty areas in ten towns were selected for further in-
vestigation during Phase II. The detailed findings of Phase I are described

in Final Phase I Report; Flood Hazard Area Study, August 12, 1981. A summary

of Phase I findings is included in this fepdrt.

The second phase included a more detailed investigation of the twenty areas
selected in Phase I to determine which properties have high potential for future
eligibility to meet the flood damage and other criteria required for acgquisition
under Section 1362 of the National Flood Insurance Act. In addition, recommenda-
tions to the state and to coastal communities regarding pre- and post-disaster

actions to reduce the adverse impacts of coastal storms were developed.
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COASTAL FLOOD HAZARDS IN CONNECTICUT

Connecticut has a diverse and attractive coastline. Natural features include
bluffs and escarpments, rocky shorefronts, beaches and dunes, extensive areas
of tidal and inland wetlands, and islands. The entire shoreline is subject

to flooding. In many coastal areas, flooding results from the overflow of
rivers as well as the onshore movement of water from Long Island Sound. Along
the bluffs and in some rocky areas, only a very small portion of the shore is
subjected to flooding, but in some beach and wetland areas, flooding can extend

inland for one mile or more.

These coastal flood hazard areas are affected by flooding in three ways: (1)
tidal flooding from Long Island Sound, which is a function of the astronomical
tides and storm surge; (2) impact from waves generated by winds over a.long
stretch of open water and by the nearshore topography; and (3) flooding from
inland sources, such as river and stream overflows and inadeguate drainage sys-

tems.

Because Long Island Sound acts as a funnel, the daily tidal fluctuation varies
considerably from east to west along the Connecticut coast. At Stonington in
the east, mean high water is only about one foot above the National Geodetic
Vertical Datum (NGVD)l and the normal difference between mean high water and
mean low water is about 2.5 feet. On the western edge, at Greenwich, mean high
water is about four feet above NGVD and the difference between mean high and

mean low water is about 7.5 feet.

During storms the normal high tide may increase significantly. For a flood with

a one percent chance of being equalled or exceeded in any given yearz, the tidal

lThe National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) is a fixed reference adopted as a

standard geodetic datum for elevations in the United States. NGVD was formerly
referred to as Mean Sea Level (MSL) Datum. This reference datum should not be
confused with local mean sea level.

2A flood with a one percent chance of being equalled or exceeded in any given
year is commonly referred to as a "100-year flood" or "one percent flood". FEMA
also uses the term "base flood" in its flood insurance program, including floecd
insurance maps. '
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level at Stonington is about 10.5 feet and at Greenwich about 12 feet. Tidal
levels at Stonington for a flood with a two percent chance of occurring each
year (50-year flood or two percent flood) are 9.25 feet, and 6.75 feet for a
flcod with a 10 percent chance of occurrence (10~year or 10 percent flood);

at Greenwich, 11.5 feet for the two percent flood, and 9.5 feet for the 10 per-
cent flood. Tidal levels as determined by the Corps of Engineers in January

1980 are shown for the entire Connecticut coast in Figure l.l

These tidal flood elevations reflect only an off-shore "still-water™ elevation.
They do not take into account the effect of waves formed by high winds acting
on the water surface over a long stretch of open water (fetch), the formation
of breakers in shallow water near the shore, and the "run-up" of these waves as
they encounter obstructions at the shore. Flood levels Can_be considerably in-
creased in the areas reached by waves.2 For examplé, using the methodology for
wave height calculation developed by the National Academy of Sciences -and ap-
proved by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, an 11¥foot tidal flood ele-
vation would have a wave crest of about 17 feét; a 9-foot tidal flood.elevation
would have a l4-foot wave crest elevation.3 Figﬁre 2 illustrates some of the

relationships among different tidal and wave levels.

Waves are the most destructive element of coastal storms. They can completely

devastate improperly constructed or located buildings and cause extensive erosion

to natural shoreline features such as bluffs and beaches. Although sand dunes
along beaches often protect landward areas from the effects of these waves, the

dunes may be breached during especially large storms.

lTaken from New England Coastline Tidal Flood Survey. Department of the Army,
New England Division, Corps of Engineers, Waltham, Mass. January 1980.

2Areas affected by wave impact are referred to in this report as coastal high
hazards areas or V-zones. These areas are shown on maps (Flood Insurance Rate
Maps and Flood Boundary and Floodway Maps) prepared by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency as V-zones, and represent those coastal areas where high ve-
locity waters are expected because of wave action.

3The procedure used in this study for estimating wave heights and wave crests is
described in the FEMA Field Manual for Estimating Wave Heights in Coastal High
Hazard Areas in Atlantic and Gulf Coast Regions, March 1981.
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SHORELANDS -y | TIDAL WETLANDS

COASTAL

' meadows, flats, or other low lands subject to

Coastal Hazard Areasl - The land areas inun-
dated during coastal storm events or subject
to erosion induced by such events, including
flood hazard areas as defined and determined
by the National Flood Insurance Act, and all
erosion hazard areas as determined by the

Commissioner of Environmental Protection.

Shorelands1 - Those land areas within the
coastal boundary exclusive of coastal hazard
areas, which are not subject to dynamic coastal
processes and which are comprised of typical
upland features such as bedrock hills, till
hills, and drumlins.

Tidal Wetlandsl - Those areas which border or
lie beneath tidal waters, such as but not
limited to banks, bogs, salt marsh, swamps,

tidal action, including those areas now ar
formerly connected to tidal waters, and whose
surface is at or below an.elevation of cne foot
above local extreme high water, and upon which
may grow or be.capable of growing, some but not
necessarily all of specified plants listed in
the general statutes.

Beaches and Dunesl - Beach systems including
barrier beach spits and tombolos, barrier
beaches, pocket beaches, land contact beaches
and related dunes and sandflats.

Intertidal E‘lats1 - Very gently sloping or flat
areas located between high and low tides com- -

posed of muddy, silty and fine sandy sediments

and generally devoid of vegetation.
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Lérgely as a result of wave action, much of the Connecticut coast is subject to

- erosion. The Corps of Engineers has determined that erosion is critical on 26

miles1 of Connecticut's 583—mi1e2 shoreline. 1In these areas an average of 1 to
. . 1 . ) .
1.5 feet of land is lost per year . Most of the erosion takes place during

storms, and the severe erosion occurs mostly on beaches.

Because the coast is attractive, much of it has been developed =-- for marinas
and other water-dependent activities, for some business and industry, and es-
pecially for residences, both year-round and seasonal. Where this development
has occurred in coastal flood hazard areas, it may be adversely affected by -
flooding depending upon its particular location, elevation and method of con-
struction. Some development has occurred that is subject to flooding from tides
only slightly above normal, while other development is unaffected by moderate
flooding, but subject to severe damage from waves during major storms. Still

other development has occurred in areas subject to rapid erosion.

In the past 100 years, 15 hurricanes, as well as numerous tropical storms and
Northeasters, have affected the Connecticut coastline. The amount of flood dam-
age from these storms has varied greatly, but three severe storms can be identi-
fied as causing the most harm. The storm of record is the September 21, 1938
hurricane that hit most of the Connecticut coastline with winds up to 100 mph

and tides of up to 12 feet above NGVD (see Figure l). A less severe storm hit
Connecticut on September 14 and 15, 1944 with winds up to 70 mph. The most recent
severe storm was Hurricane Carol which entered southern New England on August 31,
1954. The eye of this storm moved uyp the Cohnecticut-Rhode Island border, and

affected mostly eastern Connecticut, Fhode Island, and Massachusetts. Hurricane

lpeople and the Sound, Ercsion and Sedimentation. Prepared for the New England
River Basins Commission by the U.S. Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers,
and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, January 1975.
The report gives Connecticut shoreline as 250 miles, including estuarine areas;
a measurement made for the National Shoreline Study.

2State of Connecticut Coastal Management Program and Final Environmental Impact
Statement, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of Coastal
Zone Management, 1980. The estimated shoreline is longer because it includes
the estuarines and riverine shorelines of all the Connecticut municipalities in-
cluded within the Connecticut Coastal Management Program.
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Carol had sustained winds of up to 90 mph and gusts up to 100 mph. The Corps of
Engineers has estimated that the economic cost (in terms of 1975 dollars) of
flood damage from a recurrence of the 1938 hurricane would be over $100 million
and for the 1954 hurricane the resultant cost would be $72 million1 (see Table 1).
Smaller storms also cause damages, often quite localized. Damage estimates for

smaller storms are not well recorded.

In response to coastal flooding and damages that have occurred over the years,
some actions have been taken in an attempt to reduce the freguency and extent

of coastal flooding and erosion. The federal government, through the Corps of
Engineers, has undertaken a few large flood control projects; most notably the
construction of a hurricane barrier in Stamford Harbor. Federal, state and
local governments have also undertaken a number of smaller erosion control pro-
jects such as beach widening and groin construction at several locations along
the coast. The largest response, however, has been the construction, by indi-
vidual property owners, of seawalls, groins, jetties and the placement of rip-
rap in front of individual properties in an effort to prevent flooding and re-
duce erosion. These small individual projects can be quite effective against
moderate flooding, but are usually relatively ineffective against major flooding
such as would occur in & one percent flood. In addition, they may have undesir-

able side effects on neighboring properties.

Nonstructural measures to minimze the impacts of flooding and erosion (such as
regulations, floodproofing, warning and evacuation, and mapping of flood hazard
areas) have also been undertaken. The most prominent actions have been those
related to passage of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968. As part of the
National Flood Insurance Program, the federal government has mapped the flood
hazard areas in all coastal communities. 1In order to make federally subsidized
flood insurance available to property owners in their communities, all Connec-

ticut coastal towns have now passed at least minimum floodplain management

1Connecticut Coastline Study, Effects of Coastal Storms. U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Waltham, Mass. July 1976. These estimates represent only damages
to property present at the time of the 1938 and 1954 hurricanes and do not
include estimates of damages to new development that has since occurred (tele-
phone communication with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waltham, Mass).
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TABLE 1: ESTIMATED POTENTIAL FLOOD DAMAGES
ALONG THE CONNECTICUT COAST
Estimated Damages‘
(Thousands of Dollars - 1975 Price Levels)
Recurring Recurring
Location 1954 Hurricane 1938 Hurricane

Greenwich $ 1,500.0 $ 2,000.0
Stamford 7,200.0 13,500.0
Darien 1,100.0 1,300.0
Norwalk 2,600.0 4,600.0
Westport 2,400.0 3,000.0
Fairfield 1,500,0 3,300.0
Bridgeport 2,000.0 4,300.0
Stratford 3,300.0 3,300.0
Milford 1,100.0 1,100.0
West Haven 400.0 L400.0
New Haven 2,200.0 2,200.0
East Haven 1,500.0 1,500.0
Branford 3,000.0 2,800.0
Guilford 400.0 L400.0
Madison 1,500.0 1,500.0
Clinton 400.0 700.0
Westbrook 1,500.0 2,000.0
01d Saybrook 2,600.0 3,000.0
01d Lyme 3,700.0 4,300.0
East Lyme 2,200.0 2,400.0
Waterford 700.0 900.0
New London 9,300.0 11,900.0
Montville 1,500.0 2,000.0
Norwich 2,600.0 11,300.0

Preston minor minor

Ledyard minor minor
Groton 5,600.0 11,100.0
Stonington _10,600.0 16,700.0
TOTALS $72,400.0 $111,500.0

Source: U.S.
Connecticut Coastline Study:

Army Corps of Engineers, New England Division.

Effects of Coastal

Storms. Waltham, Mass. 1976.

1'These estimates represent only damages to property present at the
time of the 1938 and 1954 hurricanes and do not include estimates
of damages to new development that has since occurred (telephone
communication with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Waltham, Mass.).
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regulations. These regulations basically require that all new and substantially
improved structures be elevated or floodproofed to or above the level of the

one percent flood. Many property owners in coastal towns now have flood insur-
ance to help defray the costs of flood damages (as of August 1981, over 9,300
policies with a value of over $439 million were in force).l More recently the
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Coastal Area Management
Office has established policies and guidelines which communities must consider

. . . , . . 2
when reviewing applications for construction in coastal flood hazard areas.

lData supplied by State of Connecticut, Department of Environmental Protection,
Natural Resources Center, and compiled from National Flood Insurance Program
Report for the month ending August 31, 1981.

2 .. . . .
Coastal Policies and Use Guidelines. Planning Report No. 30. State of
Connecticut, Department of Environmental Protection, Coastal Area Management

Program, December 1979.




.i.i il.. ii.. '.l' ‘.lll "III -l' ...‘ '..l "ll' ..l.' ‘.l.i ".. ..I. .-I. 'I..

- 16 -

OPPORTUNITIES FOR POST-FLOOD HAZARD MITIGATION
THROUGH PUBLIC ACQUISITION OF FLOOD DAMAGED PROPERTIES

The responses to coastal flooding outlined in the previous section are primarily
of two types: (1) structural measures to protect developed areas subject to
coastal flooding and erosion; and (2) regulatory measures to limit the amount

and type of new development in undeveloped areas. The regulatory measures may
also act in a limited way -- usually cver a long time period -~ to modify existing
development so that it is less susceptible to flooding and to remove development
subject to an unacceptable flood risk. Other opportunities for post-flood hazard
mitigation include the elevation or floodproofing of rebuilt structures, the in-

stallation of flood warning systems, and the preparation of evacuation plans.

Another apprcach for dealing with existing development subject to flood hazards
-- one that is often considered but less fregiently used =~ is the acquisition

of floodprone properties by public agencies. Following acquisition, the property
is usually converted to some form of open space or public recreation use less sus-
ceptible to damages from flooding. 1In areas that have been frequently flooded
and in areas that are clearly subject to severe flooding, communities have in
some cases acted to acquire areas at risk before additional flooding occurs.
Usually this action has been taken when the community found it possible to meet
some additional public objective -- e.g., provision of public recreation area or
open space, waterfront revitalization, or removal of substandard housing -- in
addition to alleviating a flood risk. In other cases, communities have acted to
acquire floodprone areas only after a devastating flood has caused substantial

property damage and sometimes injury and loss of life.

Although many communitiés throughout the country have acted to reduce their
flood risk through acquisition and relocation, most have not. Some which have
not acted, have not done so because they lacked the financial résources, or
because they were unprepared to take the necessary actions following a flood

{(as well, perhaps, as being financially unable).
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SECTION 1362 OF THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE ACT

In 1979 the federal government decided to implement Section 1362 of the National
Flood Insurance Act. This program of financial and technical assistance is de-
voted specifically to acquisition of flood-damaged properties. The most promi-
nent reasons for the decision to implement the program were: to assist
communities that wished to reduce future flood damages; to assist property
owners who found themselves financially unable to leave their floodprone resi-
dences; and to reduce federal costs of disaster aid by breaking the cycle of
flood damage, followed by federal aid to assist rebuilding, followed by a

recurrence of flood damage.

Federal funds, administered by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),
can be provided under Section 1362 for the purchase, from willing sellers, of

properties located in flood risk areas and covered'by federal flood insurance

-where one of the following property damage criteria is met:

- damaged "substantially beyond repair"1 by flood while covered under
the NFIP; ’

-~ incurred significant flood damage on not less than three previous
occasions within a five-year period while covered under the NFIP;
and on each occasion the cost of repair, on the average, was at
least 25 percent of the value of the structure; or

- while covered under the NFIP, property has sustained. damage from a
"single casualty of any nature" so that a statute, ordinance, oxr
regulation precludes its repair or restoration or permits repair
or restoration only at significantly increased cost.

Under the Section 1362 program, FEMA purchases qualified properties from willing
sellers (eminent domain is not available -- this is strictly a voluntary program)
and éubsequently turns the property over to a unit of local or state government

for an appropriate, low-flood-risk, public use. Because funds for the program

lDamaged substantially beyond repair has been defined by FEMA regulations to
mean " (a) damages to the improved real property are such that as a condition
of repair as imposed by a state or local government, .the structure must be
elevated or floodproofed to or above the the 100-year flood elevation, or (b)
damages to the improved real property equals or exceeds 50 percent of the
structure's fair market or actual cash value, whichever is less, or (c) where
damages to the improved real property are such that repair is physically im-
possible or infeasible." Federal Register, Vol. 45, No. 146, page 50282.
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are quite limited ($5.4 million allocated in FY 80 and 81, and $1.5 million
allocated for FY 82), FEMA established several community eligibility criteria
(see Figure 3)vas part of its program regulationsl in an effort to ensure that
the projects undertaken are effective. These criteria emphasize the manner in
which a Section 1362 acquisition project would mesh with other ongoing or

planned floodplain management, recreation, or community development programs.

Because funds for Section 1362 are so limited, the ability of a state of commu-
nity to rank high on the community eligibility criteria is likely to affect its
ability to obtain a share of Section 1362 funding. The list of Section 1362
projects funded during FY 1980 and FY 1981 gives some indication of the wide
range of situations FEMA has chosen to fund in the program's first two years (see
Table 2). Some of these projects were conceived immediately after a major flood
without benefit of any advance planning -- Gulf Shores, Alabama and Phoenix,
Arizona, for example. In other cases, extensive planning between floods enabled
the integration of Section 1362 with a host of related programs‘-— the Clay

County, Minnesota project, for instance.

The potential benefits of a Section 1362 program in Connecticut could be large.
Over a period of time, use of the Section 1362 program in combination with other
acquisition programs and effectively applied regulatory measures could help to
remove much of the most vulnerable development from threat of damaging floods.
At the same time, the state and communities could carry out existing recommenda-
tions for expanded open space and recreation lands along the coast and for new
and expanded wildlife protection areas. In some areas, substandard hbusing

could also be removed.

Connecticut already meets some of the community eligibility criteria incorporated
into the Section 1362 regulations. The State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plan (SCORP), for example, identifies acquisition of flood damaged and floodprone
properties as a high priority. It also recommends the acquisition of areas sub-

ject to severe erosion, the provision of beach access, and the public acgquisition

FEMA Interim Rule for Acquisition of Flood Damaged Structures, and Guidelines
on Property Acquisition Under Section 1362 are published in the Federal Register,
Vol. 45, No. 146, pages 50282-50293, and provided in Appendix B to this report.
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FIGURE 3: FEMA GUIDELINES FOR COMMUNITY ELlGIBlLITYl

Existing, On-going Program for Permanent Evacuation of Floodplains

The permanent removal of flooded buildings in a community will contribute
to the achievement of existing, on-going programs for the permanent
evacuation of floodplains (provided that the Section 1362 program ful-
fills a unique need not addressed in the on- 90|ng program nor not
duplicative of existing funding).

Multiple Goals

Acquisition will contribute to the achievement of multiple goals of
community development in addition to hazard mitigation, including but
not limited to, environmental enhancement, open space, recreation,
urban renewal, or some other public purpose.

Economic Benefit

The acquisition and removal of floodprone structures will have an eco-
nomic benefit, in terms of elimination of future flood insurance claims,
avcidance of future damage and reduction of future local, state and
federal disaster relief costs, avoidance of business interruption and
reduction in exposure to loss of life. This criterion will favor
structures located in floodways, velocity zones and other flood risk
zones of high flood loss potential.

Favorable Property Distribution

The distribution of properties eligible for acquisition under Section
1362, or the distribution of these eligible properties combined with
those properties that can be acquired and remcved through programs that
are readily available from sources other than FIA, will result in a
pattern of properties which lends itself to a logical and desirable
reuse function.

Other Alternatives Less Effective

Alternatives to acquisition under Section 1362 have been investigated
and found to be less effective than Section 1362 acquisition in meeting
floodplain management and hazard mitigation goals. These alternatives
could include, but are not limited to, acquisition programs and perma-
nent relocation programs of local, state, or other federal agencies;
floodproofing; or structural flood protection.

Planning Process

Communities have undergone a planning process and found acquisition and
relocation of structures to be the most desirable in terms of cost, de-
gree of flood protection achieved, environmental enhancement and other
factors.

Good Floodplain Management Program

Communities have demonstrated or agree to pursue an active program of
sound floodplain management which exceeds the minimum requirements of
the National Flood Insurance Program.

Community Resources Available

The communities can actively participate in the planning and implementa-
tion phases of the Section 1362 program through the provision of either
financial or staff resources.

]Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency. Guidelines on Property Acqui-

sition under Section 1362, Section 1l 5, Selection of Eligibie Com-
munities. Federal Register, Vol. 45, No. 146. p. 50287.



- 20 -

TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF SECTION 1362 PROJECTS
Number of
Project Source of Flooding Properties Total Costs
FY '80 Projects
Clay County, MN Platte River [ $ 556,000
Gulf Shores, AL Gulf of Mexico 1,068,400
Arnold, MO Meramec River 34 831,333
San Bernardino, CA Harrison Canyon 20 1,497,75h
(mudflow)
Phoenix, AZ] Salt & Gila Rivers 4 186,664
(3 locations)
North Stratford, NH Connecticut River 1 58,000
(ice jams)
Scituate, MAI Atlantic Ocean 8 395,200
Cowlitz County, WA Toutle River 16 914,800
(Mt. St., Helens) .
FY '80 TOTAL 94 $5,508,151
FY '81 Projects
Hull, MA Atlantic Ocean 3 $ 130,900
Scituate, Ma! Atlantic Ocean 2 87,335
Lost Creek, WV West Fork 7 78,340
Hamilton, WA Skagit River 8 185,963
Lake Elsinore, CA Lake Elsinore 36 2,231,886
Lodi, NJ Saddle River 6 394,900
Peoria, IL 11linois River 7 364,500
Phoenix, AZ] Salt & Gila Rivers 6 150,157
Belmont County, OH Ohio River 2 38,182
San Bernardino, CA Harrison Canyon 2 141,610
CFY '81 TOTAL 79 $3,804, 0492
Anticipated FY '82 Projects
Mobile, AL Gulf of Mexico 22 $1,100,000

lLand deeded to State agency

2Addltlonal costs which did not involve acqunsntlon of additional properties |n-
cluded $79 in Cowlitz County, WA and $197 in Jackson, MS.

FY '80 data from Federal Insurance Administration Section 1362 Fiscal
Year 1980 Summary; FY '81 and FY '82 data provided by FEMA staff.

Source:



of certain recreation and critical habitat areas. The CAM program, in its
Shoreline Erosion Analysis and Coastal Recreation planning reports, set forth
the general need for land acquisition and identified some specific areas to be
acquired, and the state's Coastal Management Program has established policies
and guidelines that communities must consider when evaluating proposals for
development in coastal flood hazard areas. Most recently, new requirements for
building in all flood hazard areas were added to the state building code, in-

cluding standards for development in coastal high hazard areas.

Thus, a number of important policies and requlations are already in place at the
state level. Additional efforts can be taken, however, to strengthen and clarify
these existing state positions, to identify high priority candidate areas for
acquisition, and to encourage municipalities to take appropriate steps to re-
duce coastal flood hazards, including increasing their chances of qualifying

for the Section 1362 program. Recommendations in each of these areas are pro-

vided in Part III of this report.
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SUMMARY OF PHASE I RESULTS
INITIAL SELECTION OF AREAS FOR DETAILED STUDY

Phase I was designeéd to identify approximately 20 developed coastal hazard areas

for detailed study in Phase II. Three criteria were used to select these areas:

- vulnerability to damage from coastal flooding
- potential for fulfilling any of a variety of public needs
- acceptability of acquisition to property owners and state

or local goverwnments.

Information relevant to these criteria was gathered from a number of published
sources and from interviews with officials of state and regional agencies. Based
on the published data and interviews, a list of 54 potential areas was developed.
These areas were ranked by the contractor as high, medium, or low priority based
on their potential for public use and the likelihood that acquisition would be
acceptable. Areas were ranked low priority if potential for public use was
minimal or if interviews indicated that opposition to an acquisition project was
likely. Medium priority areas were those whose acceptability was unknown and
whose potential for public use seemed moderate. Areas with multiple public uses
or areas whose acquisition was considered especially desirable by local govern-

ments were classified as high priority.

This initial list of 54 areas was reduced to 30 following discussions with staff
from CAM, Water Resources Unit, Natural Resources Center, and the Property Manage-
ment Unit of DEP. The selected areas are listed in Table 3; Figure 4 shows their

location.

These 30 areas —- the areas with potential for acquisition initially identified --
are concentrated in three regions in the center of the state, stretching from
Norwalk to 0ld Lyme. The southwestern and southeastern portions of the coast had
fewer areas. The southwestern part of the state yielded few areas because the
coast there is rocky and because residents are largely uninterested ih moving
from the coast. The southeastern portion of the state's coast yielded few areas

because it is rocky and relatively sparsely developed.
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TABLE 3: AREAS INITIALLY SELECTED FOR DETAILED STUDY

Norwalk

1. Norwalk lIslands
2. Harborview

Fairfield

3. Pine Creek Beach
L4, Fairfield Beach
5. Ash Creek (Riverside Drive)

Stratford

6. Long Beach
7. Point No Point (Lordship)
8. Short Beach

Milford

9. Milford Point

10. Cedar Beach

11. Silver Beach

12. Welches Point to Pond Point/
Bayview Beach

East Haven

13. Momauguin
4. Silver Sands Beach
15. West Silver Sands Beach

Guilford

16. Grass lsland

17.

Madison

Circle Beach

Clinton

18.

Cedar Island

19. Harbor View
20. Clinton Beach
Westbrook

21. Grove Beach
22, West Beach

01d Saybrook

23, Chalker Beach

24, Great Hammock Beach and
Plum Bank Beach

0id Lyme

25. White Sands Beach

26. Hawks Nest

27. Sound View

East Lxme

28, Oak Grove Beach

29. Pond Point to Black Point

Stonington

30.

Lords Point
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SELECTION OF AREAS FOR STUDY IN PHASE II

Once the initial 30 areas were selected, additional information was collected
for each area and meetings were scheduled with local officials in order to de-
termine which of these areas were most likely to qualify for Section 1362

acquisition.

Local officials, suggested by CAM, were contacted in each of the 13 communities
to explain the nature of the study and the Section 1362 program. These officials
were asked to provide the contractor with information on any land use plans and
maps, floodplain regulations, and other information that might be helpful for the
study. A letter was sent to each of these officials describing what was expected
to be accomplished at the meeting, and providing a brief description of the Flood

Hazard Area Study and the Section 1362 program.

Meetings were held with all but one of the officials contacted. Additional town
representatives were also present at some meetings. Those interviewed included
first selectmen, town planners, town engineers, planning and zoning officials,
and conservation éommission officials. Site visits were made to most of the

areas either before or after the meetings with local officials.

During the meetings, discussions focused on:

o community interest in acquiring -- through the 1362 program or other means

-- all or part of the identified areas in thé community

o other areas in the town that might be suitable for acquisition under the

Section 1362 program
o likely interest 6n the part of residents in selling after flood damage
o any existing plans for acquisition or use of the selected areas
o potential reuse of the areas if acquired

/
o floodplain regulations and other flood loss reduction measures undertaken

by the community

o history of flood damage in the selected areas
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Following the meetings with local officials, descriptions of each area were pre-
pared based largely on the meetings, but also including relevant information
from aerial photographs, and any land use maps or plans, floodplain regulations
and other information available on the town and selected areas. These descrip-
tions consisted of a summary description of the area, information on how acqui-
sition might meet the Section 1362 Community Eligibility Criteria, the type of
interest expressed by the community in acquisition, and a recommendation as to

whether further investigation of the area should be pursued in Phase II.

Using these descriptions and maps of the areas as a basis for discussion, the
areas to be investigated further in Phase II were selected in consultation with

staff from CaM and other DEP units.

The amount of information available concerning the 30 areas varied considerably
as did interest on the part of the communities in acquiring areas through the
Section 1362 program. Most communities have given little or no consideration to
acquiring areas that are already developed; they havé focused any existing acqui-

sition plans on undeveloped lands.

Although flooding and erosion are recognized problems in all of the areas, and
some have experienced moderate flooding in the past several years, none have
sustained catastfophic damage in recent years -~ in some areas not since the
1938 hurricane. Because of the lack of major damage in recent years, it is
difficult to determine property owner and community interest in acquisition
following such a major storm. According to officials interviewed, some owners
do appear to be interested in selling following damage, while many cothers do not.
Owners typically find the coast of Connecticut an attractive place to live, in-
cluding sites directly on the beach fully exposed. to floodihg and erosion. They
rely on warnings before a major storm to reduce risk of injury and loss of life.
They appear to consider minor property damage an acceptable price for living in
such an attractive environment. Further, all of the communities are in the f£lood
insurance program, and, for individuals choosing to purchase it, flood insurance

will cover much of the cost of any flood damages sustained.

Coastal property owners do not appear to have problems selling homes because of

their vulnerability to flood damage. Property values are increasing in all of
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the selected areas, keeping pace with or exceeding increases in property values

at other locations in the towns.

Despite all this, a number of coastal areas were identified by CAM and the con-
tractor as potentially qualifying for acquisition under the Section 1362 program
following a major flood. These areas are largely ones in which communities

have a definite need for additional public beaches, beach access, parking areas
or boat launching areas; in which there is a history of flood damages; and in
which local officials speculate that area residents may well consider reloca-
tion following a major coastal storm. The remaining areas selected for further
investigation in Phase II are ones whdse acquisition would serve state needs

for recreational land or critical habitat protection.

Of the 30 areas investigated, 20 were selected for more detailed study in Phase
I1 because they may offer good potential for eventual acquisition under the
Section 1362 program. Table 4 lists these areas, and their location is shown

in Figure 5.
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TABLE L4: AREAS SELECTED FOR FURTHER STUDY IN PHASE ||

Harborview, Norwalk

Norwalk Islands, Norwalk

Pine Creek Beach, Fairfield

Long Beach, Stratford

Milford Point, Milford

Cedar Beach, Milford

Silver Beach, Milford

Bayview Beach, Milford

Grass lIsland, Guilford

Circle Beach, Madison

Cedar I1sland, Clinton

Harbor View, Clinton

Clinton Beach, Clinton

Grove Beach, Westbrook

West Beach, Westbrook

Chalker Beach to Oyster River, 01d Saybrook
Great Hammock Beach, 0ld Saybrook
Plum Bank Beach, 01d Saybrook
Hawks Nest, 0ld.Lyme

Sound View, 01d Lyme
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PART I

EVALUATION OF SELECTED

STUDY AREAS
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PHASE II METHODOLOGY

Each of the 20 areas selected in Phase I were investigatéd in detail during
Phase II. More specific information concerning each of the areas and the towns

in which they are located was obtained from several sources:

- review of relevant documents, such as town plans of development, zoning

méps, zoning regulations, floodplain ordinances, town annual reports,
topographic maps, FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps, CAM Coastal Resource

maps, etc.

- interviews with town officials and staff, such as First Selectmen, town

engineers, planning directors, conservation commission members and staff,

town clerks, draftsmen, engineer's aides, assessors, etc.

- conversations with town residents, principally individuals who approach-

ed members of the project staff during field visits, but including a few
meetings and telepﬁone conversations with representatives of beach asso-
ciations.

- review of tax assessors’ records to obtain information about the approxi-

mate value of properties in the study areas and the size and type of con-
struction of buildings on the properties (e.g., one or two story, with or

without basement, etc.)

- field visits to each area to: make observations concerning thé general
area, individual structures, presence of flood and erosion protection
measures, such as seawalls, groins, etc.; make measurements and estimates
of ground elevations and elevations of the first floor of structures

above ground level, etc.

- estimates of still water elevations and wave crest elevations in each of

the areas using the FEMA Field Manual for Estimating Wave Heights in

Coastal High Hazard Areas in Atlantic and Gulf Coast Regions, March 1981.

Information from these sources formed the basis for evaluating the potential eli-

gibility of each of the 20 areas for possible future public acquisition under the
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FEMA Section 1362 program. The following criteria for eligibility in the Section

1362 program were considered:

CRITERIA AFFECTING INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES

To be eligible for acquisition under Section 1362, properties must satisfy all of

the following criteria as set forth in FEMA Guidelines.:L

A,

Flood Risk Area. "The property must be located in a flood risk area as

determined by" ... (FEMA).

All of the areas under investigation are located in a flood riék area
as designated on FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps and CAM Coastal Resource

Maps.

Flood Insurance Coverage. "The property must have been covered by a flood

insurance policy under the National Flood Insurance Program at the time

damage took place."”

This study is making estimates of properties that may be damaged dur-
ing some future one percent (100-year) flood, and there is no way to
know which properties will be insured at the time of any such future
flood. Moreover, information on current flood insurance coverage of
individual properties was not available for the study because of Privacy
Act restrictions on the release of this information. For purposes of
this study it has been assumed that all of the properties within the
study areas would be covered by flood insurance at the time of the one

percent flood.

4

Voluntary Program. "Improved real property will only be acquired through

voluntary sale and not through any eminent domain or condemnation proceed-
ing. Thus, no property owners will be required to sell their properties

under Section 1362."

Unless otherwise specified in the evaluation of individual areas, it
has been assumed that owners of property meeting other eligibility

criteria would be willing to sell.

lFederal Emergency Management Agency, Guidelines on Property Acquisition Undex
Section 1362. Federal Register, Vol. 45, No. 146, p. 50285-50293.




D. Damage to Structures. "The property must meet any one of the following

damage criteria:"

1. Damage criterion a: "Property that has incurred significant flood

damage on not less than three previous occasions while covered under
the_NFIP under a five-year period; and on each occasion the cost of
repair, on the average, was at least 25 percent of the value of the

structure."

This criterion -- 25 percent damage three times in five years -- is
extremely strict, with the result that very few properties through-
out the country have qualified under it. This study did not attempt
to identify any properties that would sustain 25 percent damage three

times within five years.

2. Damage criterion b: "Property, while covered under the NFIP, that has

sustained damaged from a 'single casualty of any nature' so that a

statute, ordinance or requlation precludes its repair or restoration

This criterion is dependent uypon local floodplain management regula-
tions and building codes and on the extent to which these regulations
and codes are strictly enforced. Most local floodplain regulations

and building codes use 50 percent of the fair market value to trigger
any requirements for more stringent rebuilding or to prevent rebuild-
ing. Therefore, for flood-caused damages, this criterion becomes nearly
equivalent to the "damaged substantially beyond repair" criferion, as
discussed below. No attempt was made to estimate how many or which
properties might be damaged at some future date by casualties other

than floods, such as fire, tornadoes, etc.

3. Damage criterion c. “Property that has been damaged 'substantially

beyond repair' by flood while covered under the NFIP."

This study focused on this damage criterion, which provides for property
tﬁat has been damaged "substantially beyond repair". As defined by
FEMA regulations, "damaged substantially beyond repair"” means that

' ' of permits repair or restoration only at significantly increased cost."
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(i) "damages to the improved real property are such that as a condi-
tion of repair as imposed by a state or local government, the
structure must be elevated or floodproofed to or above the 100-

year flood elevation, or"

(ii) "damages to the improved real property equals or exceeds 50 per-
cent of the structure's fair market or actual cash value, which-

ever is less, or"

(iii} "where damages to the improved real property are such that repair
is physically impossible or infeasible."
N
Of these three criteria (i) and (ii) are essentially eguivalent where,
as is typically the case, local regulations and building codes .are keyed
to 50 percent of fair market value. Criterion (iii) is impossible to
estimate before flood damage occurs. Therefore, the study was concerned

with estimating which structures had a high potential for sustaining 50

percent damage.

Damage estimation methodology. Estimates of potential for sustaining 50 percent

damage were made using a specific methodology. That methodology is explained in
detail in Appendix C; the general procedures and assumptions involved in the

methodology are outlined below:

o All damage estimates were based on the occurrence of a one perxrcent (100-
yvear) flood.

o In order to include properties very close to the cutoff point, 40 percent
damage was used as the qualifying limit rather than 50 percent.

o Damage estimates were derived by applying Depth of Water/Percent Damage
tables developed by FEMA and modified by the contractor for this study.

o These tables do not distinguish different types and quality of construction,
and no estimates of these were made for individual structures.

o Estimates of depth of water were derived by comparing estimated flood ele-
vations with estimated first floor elevations.

o Flood elevations: estimates of still water elevations were determined from
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps and estimates of wave crest elevations were

prepared using the FEMA Field Manual for Estimating Wave Heights in Coastal

High Hazard Areas in Atlantic and Gulf Coast Regions, March 1981.
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O Structure elevations: estimates of ground elevations and first floor ele-
vations of structures were sometimes based on the average elevation of

groups of properties.

CRITERIA AFFECTING COMMUNITIES

In addition to the property eligibility criteria, FEMA requlations and guide-

lines require that "A community must be willing to accept title to the acquired
real property for land management and restrict its use to open space use or simi-

lar purposes.”

In order to ensure that the most worthwhile projects are selected for funding
under the Section 1362 program, FEMA has established several specific criteria
that it takes into consideration when evaluating a possible Section 1362 project.

These guidelines, described in Figure 3 above, are also outlined below:

1. Community has an existing on-going program for permanent evacuation of
floodplains.
Acquisition will contribute to the achievement of multiple goals.
. Acquisition will have an economic benefit.

. There is a favorable property distribution.

2

3

4

5. Other alternatives are less effective.

6. A planning process has found acquisition desirable.
7. Community has a good floodplain management program.
8

Community can provide resources to assist with the program.

EVALUATION

Using the property damage estimation methodology ocutlined above (detailed in Appen-
dix C), properties were identified that had a high potsntial for meeting the Sec-
tion 1362 property eligibility criteria. Based on a review of documents, inter-
views with town officials, conversations with residents, and site visits, the com-
munity eligibility criteria were also taken into consideration. The results of
these evaluations are the identification of areas that are pbtentially suitable

for future acquisition under the Section 1362 program. Depending on the actual
extent of damage during a future flood, the availability of funding, and other

factors, funding in addition to that available under Section 1362 may be needed to



X ] ! 1‘ B 5 i y i B I k R {

- 36 -

carry out an acquisition project. The results of these evaluations are des-

cribed for each of the 20 areas and displayed on maps in the following sections.

It is important to note that the results of this study depend upon the specific
methodology used and the assumptions and limitations built into the methodology.
For example, all estimates of property damage were based on the occurrence of

a one percent flood and estimates of water level and wave crest elevations that
would occur during that flood. The next major flood that occurs along the
Connecticut coast and causes significant damage may be greater or less than the
one percent flood. The actual water levels and wave crest elevations may be
greater or less than the estimates. Local conditions may also change. In sum,

the pattern of flooding and damages can only be approximated by the methodology.
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NORWALK

Two areas were identified in Norwalk; Harborview and the Norwalk Islands (see

Figure 6).

HARBORVIEW

General Description

Harborview is a private year-round residential area located on a peninsula
(essentially an island) at the mouth of the Norwalk Harbor. The area is

bounded on the west by an inlet and by marshland, on the south by marshland, and
on the north and east by Norwalk Harbor/Long Island Sound. Harborview contains
102 dwellings (plus a Community Beach House) that are, for the most part, well-
kept structures on concrete foundations. All of the homes in the area are

served by sewers. (See Figure 7.)

Concrete seawalls extend almost completely around the area providing protection
against moderate flooding and erosion., Nonetheless, residents reported that

flooding is a common occurence and that shoreline erosion is extensive on_ the

eastern shore (fronting the Sound).

Some homes fronting the Sound have received wave damage (most recently in October
1980) and some of the affected homeowners have used SBA loans to repair this
damage. Wave impact on the shorefront properties is affected by the configura-
tion of the surrounding shoreline and by the presence of the Norwalk Islands.

The extent of wave impact on the shorefront homes is therefore largely depen-

dent on the direction as well as the intensity of storm winds.

As determined from the City's topographic maps, ground elevations are predomi-
nantly in the range of 6 to 10 feet with some higher points in the central and
northern parts of the area. The average ground elevation of the structures

fronting the Sound is in the range of B to 10 feet.

Several homeowners have elected to floodproof their homes by elevating them on
concrete foundations. The city now requires such elevation to be to 13 feet
above mean sea level. Some residents with basement garages have attempted to
prevent water from entering their basements by constructing low asphalt or con-

crete walls in front of driveways leading to their basements.
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Evacuation in the event of a major storm could pose a problem as there is only

one access road -- Longshore Avenue -- connecting the area to the mainland.

On the average, individual lots are approximately .l acre in size and in several
cases adjacent lots are combined to form a single parcel of property. Assessed
values of individual structures range from about $6,000 to $19,000 with $12,000
an approximate average. Total individual assessments (land plus buildings)

range from about $11,000 to $30,000 with $19,000 about average.

The last city-wide real estate evaluation was completed in 1972, Present assess-
ments represent 65 percent of the 1972 market values. The mill rate for property

owners in Harborview is 64.

Potential Damage Assessment

As determined from the Flood Insurance Rate Map, the base flood elevation in the
area is 11 feet above NGVD and five structures are located within the FEMA-

designated V-zone.

There are 26 dwellings and the Community Beach House fronting Long Island Sound
that are not included in the FEMA-designated V-zone. Of these 27 structures,
roughly half, or those north of Oliver Street, are effectively sheltered from
wave action by Peach Island and Calf Pasture Point. The remaining shorefront
properties are most wvulnerable to waves generated by winds blowing directly out
of the east (as evidenced by the October 1980 storm). The three largest Norwalk
Islands'to the southeast protect Harborview from storm waves out of that direc-
tion. Since homes fronting the Soun@ have received wave damage in the past, the
27 structures on the eastern shorefront were, for the purposes of the potential

damage assessment, evaluated both as non-V-zone and V-zone properties.

As a result of the initial screening, none of the structures outside the V-zone
and not fronting the Sound were estimated to have high potential for future

Section 1362 eligibility.

The 27 structures fronting the Sound but not included in the FEMA-designated
V-zone and the five structures located in the V-zone were all evaluated as if

they were in the V-zone. A concrete seawall is the only barrier between these
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shorefront structures and the Sound, and there is only a very narrow and eroding
forebeach area in front of the seawall. A maximum wave crest elevation of 13
feet was used to estimate potential V-zone damage; sill elevations} were used to

approximate first floor elevation.

Even though several of the shorefront homes south of Oliver Street have experi-
enced wave damage, the Phase II methodology estimated that only one of the
structures in the area would have high potential for future Section 1362
eligibility even if the area were to be included in the V-zone. North of Oliver
Street, shorefront homes are well-sheltered from storm waves and even if this
area were to be included in the V-zone, the methodology estimated only one
property with high potential. Two of the five structures in the designated
V-zone {south of Beach Street) were estimated to have high potential for future

Section 1362 eligibility.

Conclusions

The general location south of Beach Street and within the V-zone, where two
properties were estimated to have high potential, has been designated on the
1977 City Parks and Recreation Plan as the site for a boat launch ramp or boat
basin. Acquisition of this small group of properties with Section 1362 and
other funds would allow the city to carry out the plan recommendations. This
location would also pose little interference with residents since users of a
boat launch could arrive and exit without entering the rest of the Harborview
area. A driveway currently exists to Lot 16 from Longshore Avenue. Consequently,
the group of properties south of Beach Street appear suitable for possible future

acquisition under Section 1362 and other programs.

The five parcels included in this area total about 1.4 acres. The total assessed
value is $128,000 (land - $52,080 and buildings - §75,920), and the existing

annual real estate tax revenue to the city is $8,128,

1 Metcalf & Eddy, Engineers, Woodward Avenue Area, Norwalk, CT, Lateral Sewers
and Appurtenant Work, Contract 77-3.
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NORWALK ISLANDS

General Description

The Norwalk Islands, located from one to two miles offshore from Norwalk (see
Figure 8), create a buffer zone that provides protection for Norwalk's harbor

and coastline.

Three main islands, Chimmons, Shea (Ram), and Sheffield, and sixteen smaller islands
were formed by glacial deposition. Today these islands present several land forms
and support large numbers of birds, many intertidal species of grasses and aquatic

life.

The 60-acre Chimmons Island holds one of the largest avian nesting sites in Long
Island Sound., Gulls, herons, egrets, ibis, ducks and assorted songbirds inhabit
Chimmons Island during the warmer months. It is also noted for its heron rookery

-- a feature that makes it unigue in Long Island Sound.

The northern shore of Chimmons has two areas of steeply sloping cliffs composed
of boulders. The remaining shore is a gravel to cobble-sized rocky beach

with exposed intertidal flats at low tide. Two seasonal, one-story structures
are located on Chimmons Island. The Nature Conservancy is negotiating to pur-

chase this island.

Sheffield Island is lined with a seawall along its western exposure where remains
of a deteriorated house and adjacent pier stand. The remaining shoreline of Shef-
field Island is composed of gravelly to cobbly beaches with intertidal flats
exposed at low tides. Two areas of brackish wetlands occur inland in the higher
elevations, both on the northwestern portions of the island. A lighthouse is

also located on the island.

Shea Island has no permanent structures. Of the smaller islands, Pilot Island has
four structures; El Hammock Island three structures; Great Hammock Island one;
Copps Island two; Betts Island one; and Calf Pasture Island one. The remainder

of the islands.do not have permanent structures.

Both the City of Norwalk and the State have identified these islands as -important
natural features that should be protected, possibly through acquisition. The
City already owns Shea, the Plains, Little Ram, and Grass Islands, and has estab-

lished a special account to accumulate funds for the eventual purchase of Chimmons
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or Sheffield and possibly other islands. The islands are presently designated

an Island Conservation Zone, a two-acre residential zone.

Potential Damage Assessment

The Flood Insurance Rate Maps for Norwalk do not include the Norwalk Islands,

but the base flood elevation is assumed to be 11 feet.

Topographic information is not available for all of the islands, but where it
is available, the étructures are elevated well above the base flood elevation

and do not have high potential for future Section 1362 eligibility.

Estimates of potential damage assessment could not be made for structures with-

out elevation data. (No site visit was made to the Norwalk Islands.)

Conclusions

Even though officials of both the state and the City of Norwalk have expressed
interest in acquiring some or all of the Norwalk Islands, Section 1362 applica-
tion does not appear suitable. Some structures do not have high potential for
Section 1362 eligibility. For most others, the potential for eligibility is
unknown, but the assessed values of the structures are relatively low compared
to the total assessed value of the property, resulting in little potential for
financial savings in disaster assistance and reduced flood insurance subsidies

if the entire property were to be acquired with Section 1362 funds.
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FAIRFIELD

Only one area in Fairfield was selected for detailed study: Pine Creek Beach

(see Figure 9).

PINE CREEK BEACH

General Description

The Pine Creek Beach area (see Figure 1l0) contains a predominantly year-round
residential neighborhood extending from South Pine Creek Road eastward to the

end of Pine Creek Avenue. The area includes the homes on French Street and is
bounded on the north by the Pine Creek salt marsh and a town-owned recreation
area, on the east by Pine Creek and on the south by Long Island Sound and Pine
Creek Point. An. attractive town-owned beach is located at the end of South Pine
Creek Road, but there is practically no off-street parking space. This section

of shoreline is oriented towards the southwest and there are no islands or adja-
cent shoreline features providing a sheltering effect from storm waves originating

from that direction.

The area contains a mix of small summer homes, coverted summer homes, larger
year-round homes, and substantial new homes recently completed or still under
construction. In addition, several of the older dwellings are being remodelled.
There are a total of 82 generally well-kept dwellings (plus the Swedish Athletic
Club). ©None of these homes are presently serviced by sewers although the home-
owners association, the South Pine Creek Area Association, has been arguing for
sewer service for the past 5 years. Plans are presently being prepared to install
sewers in the western part of the study area, from French Street to Long Island
Sound, in conjunction with a proposed condominium project at the corner of South
Pine Creek Road and Pine Creek Avenue. In the past the Town Sewer Commission has
seen no viable need to extend sewers, which could encourage added development,

to the end of South Pine Creek Avenue.

The Pine Creek dike, constructed by the town in 1969, protects homes fronting
Long Island Sound and Pine Creek from flooding and wave damage. The top of the

dike is approximately 10% feet above NGVD. Due to the presence of the dike,

residents did not seem particularly concerned about flooding and mentioned that

the adjacent Fairfield Beach area was much more susceptible to flood damage.
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Some residents did express concern about flooding from the marsh side,

As determined from the town's topographic maps, ground elevations are.all within
the 4 to 10 foot range. Homes fronting the Sound have been built on the highest
terrain in the area (approximately 8 to 10 feet). Ground elevation slopes down=-

ward on the marsh side of Pine Creek Avenue and towards the eastern end of Pine

.Creek Avenue. Most of the dwellings have been elevated at least 2 feet above

grade on concrete foundations in response to the major floods of 1938, 1950,

and 1954.

Individual lots range in size from about .1 acre to .35 acre, and several lots
contain moreithan one dwelling. There is a wide range in the assessed values of
individual structures with some of the smaller summer dwellings assessed as low
as $2,000 and more substantial structures assessed as high as $30,000, $11,000
is an approximate average. Total individual assessments (land plus buildings)
range from about $6,000 to $50,000 with $22,000 about average. The last real
estate evaluation in Fairfield was completed in 1973, and present assessments

represent 70 percent of that year's market value. The mill rate is 43.2.

Potential Damage Assessment

The base flood elevation is 11 feet above NGVD. The landward limit of the V-zone
roughly follows Pine Creek Avenue from the intersection of South Pine Creek Road
eastward approximately 1,800 feet, or¥ until the barrier beach that &s Pine Creek
Point protects shorefront properties from wave damage. Thirty-six dwellings

seaward of Pine Creek Avenue are considered to be in the FEMA-designated V-zone.

As a result of the initial screening, all but ten non-V zone structures adjacent
to the town-owned marshland were eliminated from further estimates of high damage

potential, and these ten were eliminated during the second screening.

The shorefront properties within the V"zbne are protected from the Sound by the
dike. In addition, some of the V-zone structures are protected by individual.
seawalls (of lower elevation than the dike), and there is a forebeach area ap-
proximately 100 feet wide in the western half of the shorefront. A maximum wave
crest elevation of 13 feet was used to estimate potential V-zone damage; an,
average first floor elevation of 2 toc 3 feet above grade was used for each struc-

ture. Although the Pine Creek dike would appear to offer considerable protection
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from wave damage, the Phase II methodology estimates that several dwellings in
the western portion of the V-zone have high potential for future Section 1362

eligibility.

Conclusions

Town officials of Fairfield have expressed considerable interest in acquiring
properties in this area. The town has been interested since the 1960's in ac-
quiring property adjacent to the Pine Creek marsh for the purpose of restoring
the natural tidal marsh system. Community Development Block Grants from the
Department of Housing and Urban Development have been used for restoration of
portions of the marsh and for the development of recreation areas. This study,
however, did not identify any properties adjacent to the marsh as having high

potential for future Section 1362 eligibility.

The primary interest expressed by the town during this study was to expand the
parking facilities serving the public beach at the end of South Pine Creek
Road. Land costs in this area are reportedly escalating rapidly. Several
properties in this same area are estimated by the methodology to have high
potential; therefore, this area appears suitable for future application of

Section 1362.

Fifteen dwelling lots totalling approximately 2.7 acres make up the potential
acquisition area shown in Figure 10. The total assessed value of these proper-
ties is $352,0201 (land, $217,130; buildings, $150,300), and the current annual

real estate tax revenue to the town is $15,207.1

lTotal does not include value of one dwelling presently under construction.
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STRATFORD

Only one area in Stratford was selected for detailed study; Long Beach (see

Figure 11).

LONG BEACH AREA

General Description

The Long Beach area is part of an almost two-mile long barrier island that egtends
westward from Point No Point in Stratford to Pleasure Beach in the city of Bridge-
port. The developed portion of Long Beach is bounded on the west by Pleasure
Beach and on the east by a mile-long stretch of narrow, sandy beach that is
managed by the town as an important nesting area for terns. During critical
periods access to this nesting area on Long Beach is restricted. The town is

also actively planting dune grass and salt spray rose here to help stabilize the
dunes and to create well defined pathways to control walking on the dunes. The
state is interested in seeing this area protected because of the tern nesting
site. To the north, Lewis Gut separates Long Beach from the Great Meadows wet-
lands, another imborant wildlife habitat area. To the south is Long Island Sound.

The shorefront has an unobstructed orientation towards the southwest. (See Figure 12.)

There is only one access road, and that is from the Bridgeport site across the
narrow drawbridge that connects Pleasure Beach with the mainland. Pleasure Beach
itself, the site of an old amusement park, is currently undeveloped and has been

nominated for inclusion in the proposed Federal Coastal Barrier Resources System.

Forty-five structures are located in the developed portion of Long Beach. Fifteen
are on the Lewis Gut side of the roadway and 30 front Long Island Sound. Almost
all of these structures are seasonal cottages elevated on piers. Many were built
in the period 1910 to 1920. Most are well-maintained. The area is not serviced
by sewers and does not have year-round water. Residents mentioned that the 1938
hurricane destroyed approximately 15 cottages, but that more recent stoxrms have

not caused substantial damage.

A forebeach area between the dwellings and Long Island Sound was built up about
16 years ago with sand dredged from the Bridgeport harbor. The Corps of Engineers

built the existing groin at the same time. Dunes were created on the western



part of the area and planted with beach grass. These dunes protect about half of
the dwellings fronting the sound from storm waves. The dwellings on the Lewis

Gut side of the roadway are very close to the inlet.

The town has no detailed topographic information for the Long Beach area. The
elevation of the landward ends of the stone groins were used as elevation refer-
ence points. Grade elevation between the shoreline and the dwellings fronting
the sound were found to be relatively high -- in the range of 11 to 14 feet.
Although the terrain drops off on the Lewis Gut side of the shorefront dwellings,
the houses themselves are on high ground -- approximately 11 feet. The cottages
on the northern side of the roadway next to the Gut are slightly lower but are
still at an elevation of 10 feet or above. Between these cottages and the Sound

is a narrow dune line of approximately 13 feet elevation.

Relative to this study, the developed portion of Long Beach is unique in that all
of the developed land is owned by the town of Stratford. Residents of the area
own their dweilings but lease the land from the town. Starting in 1981 the
leases are for l6-year periods with 5 percent yearly increases in rent. Each

lot was rented for $605 a year in 1981.

The last real estate valuation in Stratford was completed in 1974. Present
assessments represent 70 percent of the 1974 market value. Assessed values of
individual structures in the Long Beach area range from about $3,500 to $11,000

with most assessments in the $5,000 to $7,000 range. The mill rate is 36.

Potential Damage Assessment

The Flood Insurance Rate Maps shows that the entire Long Beach area is within the

- FEMA-designated V-zone. The base flood elevation is 11 feet above NGVD.

Due to the unobstructed southwest orientation of the shoreline, the area is most
vulnerable to storm generated waves approaching from the southerly direction.
The forebeach and dune areas provide some protection from storm waves, . The
combinaticn of high ground elevations and the roughly 2 to 4 feet elevation of -
individual structures above grade results in none of the dwellings in this area
having high potential for future Section 1362 eilibility according to the Phase
IT methodology.



Conclusions

Town officials have indicated that they are not interested in acquiring the ex-
isting structures through the Section 1362 program. Since the town owns the
land, it could convert the area to public open space simply by deciding not to
renew the leases of the cottage owners. The current town beach -- Short Beach --
was created in just this fashion in the 60's, even though the structures on town

land were large colonials rather than small beach cottages.

For the above reasons and because none of the structures were found to have high
potential, no part of the Long Beach area appears suitable for future Section
1362 application. If the state were interested in eventually acquiring the area,
it could perhaps establish an agreement with the town of Stratford whereby

leases to owners of the structures would not be renewed.

Based on a total assessed value of $301,770, real estate tax revenues to the
town totalled $10,863 in the past year. Revenue from rent of the land totalled
$27,225 in 1981.
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FIGURE 11: LOCATION OF THE LONG BEACH AREA IN STRATFORD
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MILFORD

Four areas in Milford were selected for detailed study: Milford Point, Cedar

Beach, Silver Beach, and Bayview Beach (see Figures 13 and 16).

MILFORD POINT

General Description

Milford Point is a private, year-round residential area made up of 12 homes

located on a mile long sand spit. The entire spit is made up primarily of beach
and dunes and is called Milford Point. It is bounded on the north by the large
expanse of tidal wetlands that forms the Charles E. Wheeler Wildlife Management
Area and on the west by the mouth of the Housatonic River. The shoreline front-

ing Long Island Sound is oriented to the southeast. (See Figure 14.)

The private developed area is located between the undeveloped westernmost portion
of Milford Point (which has been nominated for inclusion in the proposed Federal
Coastal Barrier Resources System) and an open space area to the east owned by the
state but presently leased and managed by the New Haven Bird Club (a residential
structure is alsc located on the state-owned property). The city denied an ap-
plication to construct condominiums on the undeveloped property at the western
end of Milford Point. The property owner who was denied the permit may be a
willing seller. The city may foreclose on the property, as about $50,000 in

city taxes are owed.

Several of the struectures are newly renovated,'and most are assessed in the

$20,000 -. $30,000 range. Lots are approximately 2/10 of an acre in size,

‘and the. tétal individual assessment {(land and buildings) averages about $57,00D.

Potential Damage Assessment

The base flcod elevation is 11 feet, and all dwellings are in the V-zone. A sandy
beach 100 to 300 feet wide lies between the dwellings and the Sound, but there

are no seawalls or other barriers. Waves generated by storm winds directly out
of the south would probably strike the shoreline in this area with less velocity
than waves out of the southeast due to the protection afforded by Stratford Point

and an offshore breakwater. As determined from the city's topographic maps, the
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average ground elevation of the dwellings in this area is in the range of 8 to
10 feet. All of the houses are raised approximately 2 to 3 feet above grade.
Because of the relatively high grade elevation and the height of the individual
structures above grade, the Phase II methodclogy identified only one structure
having high potential for future Section 1362 eligibility. Given the inherent
instability of this barrier beach formation, however, it is possible that a
major storm could cause significant erosion of this narrow sand spit and that

some or all of the structures would subsequently be damaged significantly.

Conclusions

Milford city officials expressed interest in the entire privately-owned portions
of Milford Point as a potential site for a public beach. However, because the
Phase II methodology'identified only one property as having high potential,

the area does not appear suitable for application of Section 1362.

CEDAR BEACH

General Description

Cedar Beach is located to the east of the private Milford Point residential area,
on the same southeast facing coastline, and is part of the same barrier beach
formation. The area includes all of the shorefront homes on Milford Point Road
between the New Haven Bird Club property on the west and the beginning of Sea-
view Avénue on the east, as well as the structures on the marsh side of Milford
Point Road. There are 52 shorefront structures and 53 dwellings on the marsh
side, most of which are old buildings built in the period 1910-1920. Most are

seasonal, rental properties. (See Figure 14.)

The 52 shorefront structures have an average assessment of $22,000; most are
assessed in the $15,000 to $25,000 range. Most lots range in size from .1 to
.2 acres, and the average total assessment is $50,000. Several lots contain

more than one dwelling.

Potential Damage Assessment

As determined from the Flood Insurance Rate Maps the base flood elevation in the
area is 11 feet, and all of the structures between Milford Point Road and Long

Island Sound are located in the V-zone. There is an approximate 100-foot wide
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sandy beach between these structures and the Sound, and there are no seawalls
or other barriers providing protection from waves. There are also no offshore
obstructions to modify the effects of storm waves approaching the shoreline

from the southwest and from the east.

The city's topographic maps show that the shorefront dwellings are on the high-
est ground in this study area -- roughly 8 to 10 feet above NGVD. The structures
on the marsh side of Milford Point Road are built on lower grade elevations

ranging from 4 to 6 feet. The lowest areas are flooded at ordinary high tide.

Even though many structures are at a low grade elevation, the Phase II metho-
dology indicates that none of the non-V zone structures have high potential for
future Section 1362 eligibility. Scattered structures throughout the V-zone
area and 2 small groups of continguous structures at the east and west side of

the area do have high potential according to the methodology (see Figure 14).

Conclusions

Milford city officials expressed interest in acquiring property in Cedar Beach
for use as a public beach. The two small groups of structures identified could
help meet these needs and appear suitable for possible future acquisition under
Section 1362. Total assessed value of the five lots in the eastern section

(lots 39-43, Figure 14) is $233,490. The maximuml annual real estate tax revenue
to the city from these lots is $10,595. Totai assessed value of the 12 lots in

: . . . . 1
the western section is $458,680, and the maximum tax revenue is $20,814.

SILVER BEACH

General Description

Silver Beach is a barrier beach backed by marshland, southeast of Milford Harbor
and within the small gulf that protects the mouth of the Harbor. The study area
stretches from Samuel Smith Land and Silver Sands State Park on the west to Surf
Avenue on the east and also includes the shorefront dwellings on Shell Avenue

between Surf Avenue and Seaside Avenue. The marshland backing much of the area

1 .

Property owners are not presently taxed on their total assessment. Taxes are
paid on a net assessment representing a 20% yearly increase in the difference
between the pre-1980 assessment and 1980 assessment.
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is also included in Silver Sands State Park. The coastline in this area is

oriented to the southeast. (See Figure 15.)

The study area is zoned urban low density residential and contains 330 struc-
tures, 103 of which are on the shorefront side of East Broadway and Shell
Avenue.  There is great variation in the condition of these structures; the
shorefront properties are generally better maintained than properties on the

marsh side of East Broadway.

Of the 85 structures on the shorefront side of East Broadway, most are assessed
in the range of $20,000 - $35,000, with $29,000 about average. The average
total assessment (land and buildings) is about $55,000. Most structures were
built around 1910 or earlier, and there is a scattering of new and remodelled
structures. Most are seasonal. Lots range in size from less than 1/10 acre to
about 2/10 acre. Ground elevations along the shorefront are generally in the

8 to 10 foot range.

In the northern part of the area, most of the 18 structures shoreside of Shell
Avenue are assessed at $35,000 and over, with $44,000 about average (including
an apartment house and condominium project). The.average total assessment (land
and buildings) is about $50,000. Ground elevations are substantially higher
than in the rest of the study area, ranging from 10 to 18 feet.

Most of the structures inland of East Broadway were built around 1920 or earlier.
Many are in a severely deteriorated state, and several appear to be abandoned.
Although some are occupied year round, most are seasonal. Ground elevations

are lower in this part of the study area, with the structures built on grade
elevations of 4 to 8 feet. Most of the structures in this area are assessed

in the range of $10,000 to $20,000, with some under $10,000; $16,000 is about

average. The average total assessment is about $23,000.

Potential Damage Assessment

The base flood elevation is 11 feet above NGVD and all of the dwellings between
East Broadway and Shell Avenue and the Sound are in the V-zone. The V-zone
properties appear to be most vulnerable to storm waves approaching from the
southeast and east. There is a sandy forebeach area ranging in width from 50

to 200 feet between these properties and the Sound. Some of the structures
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are protected by concrete seawalls. A combination of relatively high ground
elevation and the approximate 3 feet average elevation of individual structures
above grade keep all but a small group of V-zone properties from having high

potential for future Section 1362 eligibility.

Conclusions

Milford city officials expressed no interest in aéquiring properties in the
Silver Beach area. The primary acquisition interest in the Silver Beach Area
was expressed by state officials for the purpose of expanding the adjacent, but
presently undeveloped, Silver Sands State Park. State acquisition of this park
area a number of years ago involved the acquisition of a number of structures.

The area has never been developed, however, and current plans are uncertain.

In the abseﬁce of a definite plan and commitment by the state to acquire the

entire Silver Beach area, the area does not appear suitable for application of
Section 1362.  If the state adopted a definite plan to expand and develop the
Silver Sands State Park, then Section 1362 acquisition might contribute to the

overall acquisition plan.
BAYVIEW BEACH

General Description

Bayview Beach is located to the east of Milford Harbor in the shallow gulf
between Welches Point and Pond Point. The study area is bounded on the west
by higher ground and the more expensive Point Lookout homes, on the east by
the mouth of the Calf Pen Meadow Creek. The area contains a 200-foot wide by
600~foot long expanse of private beach. The northern boundary of the study
area corresponds to the approximate inland extent of the V-zone along Lawrence
Court, Fold Court and Bayshore Drive. The shoreline has an unobstructed

orientation to the southeast. (See Figure 17.)

Almost all of the 38 dwellings in the study area have been built close to the
shoreline on what is essentially the primary dune line. Ground elevations are
roughly in the range of 10 to 12 feet west of the private beach and slightly

lower east of fhe beach. These dwellings are mostly summer cottages that have

been converted to year-round use, although a few seasonal dwellings remain.
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Assessed values of individual structures are mostly in the $25,000 to $35,000
range, and the average total assessment (land and buildings) is about $62,000.
Lots west of the beach area are generally slightly less than 1/10 of an acre.
East of the beach, lot sizes are about .15 acre. Many of these houses are
partially protected from wave impact by concrete seawalls. Individual homes
west of the private beach are raised 2 to 3 feet on the average. The smaller
group of houses east of the beach are raised approximately 3 to 4 feet.  The

Bayview Beach area is flooded often and is also subject to significant erosion.

Potential Damage Assessment

The base flood elevation is 11 feet. All dwellings in the study area are in the
V-zone. As mentioned above, there is only a very narrow forebeach area (less
than 50 feet) between most of these dwellings and the Sound. Some individual
seawalls in the area show signs of significant damage, apparently caused by

waves.

Homes are apparently most vulnerable to storm waves out of the south and south-
east while Pond Point to the east shelters the area from waves generated by

northeasterly and easterly winds.

" Individual homes west of the private beach are raised 2 to 3 feet on the average. -

The smaller group of structures east of the beach are raised approximately 3 to
4 feet. These elevations combined with the relatively high ground on which
most of these structures are built result in only a few dwellings having high

potential for future Section 1362 eligibility.

Conclusions

Milford city officials expressed interest in acquiring properties in the Bayview
Beach area for the purpose of creating a new public beach. The only public
beach on this side of the city (Gulf Beach, see Figure 16) does not adequately
meet existing demand. Officials indicated, however, that acquisition in the
Bayview Beach area is of lower priority than at Cedar Beach. Because of the

lower priority, and because the Phase II methodology identifies only three
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structures with high potential for future Section 1362 eligibility, the area

does not appear suitable for application of the Section 1362 program.
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FIGURE 13: LOCATION OF MILFORD POINT, CEDAR BEACH,
AND SILVER BEACH AREAS IN MILFORD
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LOCATION OF BAYVIEW BEACH AREA IN MILFORD
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GUILFORD

Only the Circle Beach area in Guilford was selected for detailed study (see

Figure 18).
GRASS ISLAND

General Description

The Grass Island study area is located just east of Guilford Harbor and extends
along Neck Road to the Madison border (see Figure 19). It is part of a barrier
beach formation backed by extensive tidal wetlands along. the East River and Neck
River. A very narrow beach area, subject to erosion, is present. The coastline

is oriented to the south.

A single narrow road through neighboring Madison provides the only access to the
12 residences located on CGrass Island in Guilford. Most of these dwellings are
used year-round; some are relatively new. Several are built on piles and the

structures on the marsh side of the road are built on fill. Assessed values of
the structures range from about $7,000 to $38,000. Average total assessment is
about $32,500. Present real estate tax assessments represent 70 percent of the

1975 market value. The current mill rate is 38.75.

The area is flooded fregquently, and at high tide Neck Road used to be flooded.
The road was raised about one foot in October 1980 by the Town of Madison in re-
sponse to requests from residents. The area is also subject to severe erosion,
and in October 1980, significant erosion occurred. In the 1938 hurricane, houses
were washed off their foundation and Neck Road (then located adjacent to Neck
River) was washed out. Other storms have caused some structural damage, but most

past flooding problems have been related to access.

Guilford is actively seeking additional public open space and beach areas, for the

_present town beach is not large enough and it is unsatisfactory at low tide. The

town already owns some land on Grass Island and would be interested in the entire
area for public beach or a marina or boat launch. The state already has a small

boat launch on the East River with access from Neck Road.
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Potential Damage Assessment

The entire study area'is located in the FEMA-designated V-zone. Although the
base flood elevation shown on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map is 12 feet, an
elevation of 11 feet was used in this study to be consistent with the base flood
elevation shown for adjacent Madison and with the one percent flood elevation

shown on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’'s tidal flood profile for this area.

On the shorefront side of Neck Road, ground elevations were estimated to range
between five and seven feet. On the marsh side of the road, elevation ranged
from six to seven feet and was higher in some areas where f£ill had beén used.
Neck Road was estimated to be between five and six feet. The first floors of
structures ranged from about two to seven fee£ above grade. Five of the struc-
tures in the area were estimated by the Phase II methodology to have high poten-

tial for future Section 1362 eligibility.

Conclusions

Since access to the area is through Madison, acquisition and development of the
area for a marina by Guilford could cause difficulties with the Town of Madison.
If the.two towns were to agree on development of the Grass Island -~ or both
Grass Island and Circle Beach in Madison =-- area for recreation purposes and to
acquire by other means properties ineligible for Section 1362, then acquisition
with Section 1362 assistance might be appropriate. However, Madison officials
are apparently not interested in accepting any federal funding for development
of recreation areas. Therefore, the area does not appear suitable for Section
1362 application by the towns. However, if the state were to acquire the area
and expand its present boat launch into a larger recreation area, Section 1362
would be suitable for application if combined with other funding sources to
acquire properties that do not meet the Section 1362 eligibility criteria.
Apparently, neither town would have major objections to state acguisition of
the area, although Madison expressed reservations about access through narrow

residential streets and about the adequacy of state maintenance.
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FIGURE 18: LOCATION OF GRASS ISLAND IN GUILFORD AND CIRCLE BEACH
’ IN MADISON
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MADISON

Circle Beach is the only area in Madison selected for detailed study (see Figure

18).

CIRCLE BEACH

General Description

The Circle Beach study area is part of the same barrier beach as the Grass Island
study area. Nineteen mostly séasonal residences are located in the area. Eigh-
teen of these front the Sound and one is located on the marsh side of Circle Beach
Road. The shorefront homes are built directly on the beach. At high tide some
are almost completely surrounded by water. Almost all of the structures are ele-

vated on wooden piers.

A townwide property revaluation was completed in October 1980, and assessed values
represent 70 percent of the 1980 market value. The mill rate is 22.75. Most
structures are assessed in the range of $10,000 to $20,000; the average is about
$17,500. Lots range in size from less than one-tenth acre to over an acre. Aver-

age total assessed value is $49,000.

The Town of Madison expressed no interest in acquiring any property for expanding
public recreation areas. They were particularly not interested in receiving any

federal financial assistance.

Potential Damage Assessment

All of the structures are located within the FEMA-~designated V-zone. The base
flood elevation is 11 feet. Ground elevations on the shorefront side of Circle
Beach Road were found to be mostly between five and six feet, just slightly higher
than the elevation of the road surface. The first floors of houses were raised
above grade level anywhere from about two to seven feet. The Phase II methodology
estimated that six of the houses in the area have high potential for future Section

1362 eligibility.

Conclusions

Since the Madison officials are not interested in expanding the town's public

beaches or in accepting federal financial assistance, the area does not appear
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suitable for application of the Section 1362 program by the Town of Madison.
However, application of Section 1362 by the state appears suitable if, as dis-
cussed under Grass Island in Guilford, the state were to complement Section

1362 funds with other sources for expansion of its existing boat launch area.
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CLINTON

Three areas in Clinton were identified for detailed study; Cedar Island, Harbor

View, and Clinton Beach (see Figure 20).

CEDAR ISLAND

General Description

Cedar Island, located in Clinton Harbbr, is a barrier island that has been arti-
ficially joined by a timber bulkhead (built by the Corps of Engineers) to
Hammonassett State Park to the west (see Figure 21). The Corps of Engineers
recently selected a neérby area in Clinton Harbor as the site of a demonstra-
tion project for artifical containment of dredged spoils. Cedar Island contains
52, mostly one-story, summer residences. Residents have gradually been elevating
their structures, and most are elevated on piers anywhere from 1 to 6 feet above

ground. Most of the lots are 1/10 of an acre. A few lots remain undeveloped.

The only access to Cedar Island is by boat or by foot across the marshes and the:

beach area that connects the island with Hammonasett State Park to the west.

- There is no electrical power to the island (although many residents have elec~

tric generators), but the town does supply potable water. A 75 to 100 foot wide
beach area is located on the south and eastern side of the island, owned by Cedar

Island Improvement Association.

Ground elevation on the island ranges from about 6 to 9‘feet. Elevation is
highest on the south side of the island and decreases towards the north side.

The developed portion of Cedar Island, including empty lots and the beach area,

is approximately 11.5 acres. Total assessed value of developed lots is $1,263,100.

Present property taxes on these properties paid to the town is $27,282.96.

Most structures are assessed at betwéen $10,000 and $15,000, with $13,000 about

average. The average total assessment (land and buildings) is about $24,300.

Potential Damage Assessment

The entire island is within the FEMA designated V-zone, and the base flood ele-

vation is 11 feet. The Phase II methodology estimated that more than half of
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the structures on the island have high potential for future Section 1362 eligi-

bility.

Conclusions

Town officials are very interested in the possibility of acquiring all or a sub-
stantial part of Cedar Island for use as a town recreation area. Cedar Island
would also appear to provide a logical expansion of the Hammonassett State Park.
Because of the public recreation reuse potential‘and the large numbexr of pro-~
perties with high potential for Section 1362 eligibility, the island appears
suitable for application of the Section 1362 program by either the Town of Clinton
or the State. Total assessed value of all developed lots is $1,263,100. Present

property taxes paid to the town on these properties are $27,283.
HARBOR VIEW

General Description

The Harbor View study area is a residential community containing a mix of summer
and year-round residences on the east bank of Clinton Harbor, southeast of Cedar
Island. The entire area is located between Long Island Socund on the west and

Beach Park Road on the east. It is bounded on both the north and south by marsh-

land. The coastline is oriented to the west.

Only the first three rows of dwellingsbfronting the Sound were examined during
this study (see Figure 22). This area includes 44 dwellings. Eighteen struc-
tures are located seaward of West Road within the V—zohe. Most of the homes
were built in the 1940's and 1950's. The area is not sewered. Practically no
peach area exists between the houses and the Sound. A small beach area, about
1.4 acre, is owned by the Harbor View Association which has been unsuccessful in

past efforts to purchase an additional shorefront lot to expand the beach area.

Some larger, more expensive year-round homes are located on high ground in the
private section of West Road. 1In this area assessed values range from about
$13,000 to $60,000, with $29,000 about average. Average total assessment is
about $63,000 in this area. The remainder of the study area is on lower ground.
Assessments are less, with most in the $15,000 to $20,000 range; average total

assessment is about $46,000.
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Potential Damage Assessment

The V-zone extends inland to West Road, and includes 18 homes seaward of West
Road. Ground elevations at the shorefront homes in the non-private section of
West Road are between six and seven feet, and the houses are elevated only about
one foot above grade. A series of groins in the area has built up a very narrow
beach area between the houses and the Sound. Most of the structures in this part
of the V-zone were estimated by the Phase II methodology to have high potential
for Section 1362 eligibility.

Ground elevations are slightly less for the first row of houses east of West
Road. These dwellings are raised approximately ﬁwo feet above grade. Ground
elevation then gradually increases away from the shore. Ground elevation of the
V-zone properties in the private section of West Road is higher; approximately
nine feet and greater. There is also a rock seawall between these structures
and the Sound. None of the non-V-zone structures or the V-zone structures in

the private section of West Road were estimated to have high potential.

Conclusions

The Town of Clinton already owns marshland and a béach»just to the north of Har-
bor View. It has proposed, and has partially developed plans, to acquire some
properties at the northern end of Harbor View adjacent to the existing town pro-
perty and to develop the area as a public recreation area. Because most of the
shorefront properties in this area were estimated to have high potential for
Section 1362 eligibility, the area appears potentially suitable for application
of the Section 1362 program.

Total assessed value of the lots in the potential acquisition area is §612,360.

Current real estate tax revenues to the town from these properties is $13,227.

CLINTON BEACH

General Description

Clinton Beach is located east of Kelsey Point. The study area (see Figure 23) is
the lower portion of Clinton Beach and is bounded by higher ground on both the
east and west. Marshland lies to the north and Long Island Sound to the south.

The coastline has an unobstructed orientation to the southeast. There is a sandy
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beach throughout the area, averaging about 100 feet wide between shorefront

properties and the Sound.

A total of 203 dwellings are located within the study area: 107 shorefront
structures and 96 landward of Shore Road and Groveway. About one-half of the
structures located landward of Shore Road and Groveway are assessed at less
than $10,000. Most others are assessed at less than $20,000. The average as-
sessment is about $13,000. Most structures are seasonal cottages and many are
rentals. Lots range in size from one-tenth to two-tenths of an acre. Average

total assessed value is about $33,000.

Shorefront structures in the western portion of the study area are mostly sea-
sonal, rental, beach cottages. Many lots contain more than one dwelling. Most
structures are assessed at less than $20,000 with an average of about $18,000.
Average total assessment is about $53,000. Shorefront structures in the east-
ern portion of the study area are generally vear-round dwellings and assessed

over $20,000. . .

Public access to the beach in the western portion of the study area is currently
provided from Shore Road at about 100 feet intervals, However, no public park-’
ing is available. The Town of Clinton expressed only a modest interest in ac-

quiring properties in this area. It felt that 400 to 500 feet of beach frontage

would be needed in order to develop a public beach area.

Potential Damage Assessment

The FEMA-designated V-zone extends along Shore Road in the western part of the
study area, but does not include any of the shorefront properties along Groveway.

The base flood elevation is 11 feet.

Ground elevation of the shorefront properties seaward of Shore Road and Groveway

o S5 S 3B & e

range from about 6.5 feet to 9 feet with the higher elevations found at the middle
of the study area. Most dwellings were raised an average of one to two feet above
grade. Scattered structures and small groupings of structures throughout the
V-zone were estimated by the Phase II methodology to have high potential for future
Section 1362 eligibility. .
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On the marsh side of Shore Road and Groveway, ground elevations range from a low
of about four feet near the intersection of Causeway and Shore Road/Groveway, to
a high of approximately 10 feet in the middle of the study area. Two structures
at the low point were estimated to have high potential for Section 1362 eligi-

bility because they were elevated only slightly above grade.

Conclusions

Although a number of properties throughout the V-zone were estimated to have high
potential for Section 1362 eligibility, their scattered location does not meet
town desires for a 406 to 500 feet contiguous beachfront area. Because of this
scatter and the relatively low interest by the town in this area, it does not

appear suitable for future Section 1362 application.
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FIGURE 20: LOCATION OF CEDAR ISLAND, HARBOR VIEW,
AND CLINTON BEACH AREAS IN CLINTON
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WESTBROOK

Two areas in Westbrook were identified; Grove Beach and West Beach (see Figure
24).

GROVE BEACH

General Description

Grove Beach is located a short distance along the coastline east of Clinton
Beach and just east of the Westbrook town line. The study area includes about

3}000 feet of shoreline. The beach is relatively wide especially in the

- western and central portions of the study area where it is at least 100 feet

wide. The area is oriented to the south, and some protection from storm waves
is afforded by an offshore breakwater. West of Riverview Road is a land con-
tact formation. East of Riverview the study area is a barrier beach, backed by
a salt marsh and extending to the mouth of Mennunketesuck River. The eastern
boundary of the study area is marked by a jetty protecting the channel that
leads to the boatyards found in the mouths of the Mennunketesuck and Patchogue

Rivers (which have a common outlet to the Sound through this channel).

The'study area contains 64 structures, including 48 shorefront structures (see
Figure 25). Most of the shorefront structures are built on the area that would
apparently be the natural dune line. There is a mixture of year-round and sea-
sonal dwellings. The year-round dwellings occur mostly at the eastern end of
the study area, some smaller beach cottages are present at the western end of

the study area (west of Elm Street). Most of the homes are elevated on piers.

A portion of Grove Beach is owned by the town. There are three active beach

associations in the area. The area is regularly flooded at high tide, and ero-
sion is a significant problem. Many residents evacuated the area two years ago
during a winter storm. No homes were lost, but extensive damage to foundations

and seawalls occurred.

The state has expressed an interest in owning recreation land in this area. Al-
though the town is not actively seeking property in the area, it would not turn

away additional beach frontage that became available and would welcome additional



- 83 -

land that could be used for parking adjacent to the existing town beach.

Almost all of the lots are less than 1/10 of an acre in size. The assessed

values are generally less than $12,000 although there are some higher.

Potential Damage Assessment

Westbrook is still in the Emergency Phase of the Flood Insurance Program and
the V-zone has not been mapped. For purposes of this study, the V-zone was

assumed to extend along 014 Mail Trail and Beachway Road.

The lowest grade elevations are found on the western end of the study area, in
the area with the least expensive homes. Summer cottages in this area have
elevations ranging from approximately 6 foot grade with first floors elevated
about 3 feet, to approximately 3.5 foot grade elevation with first floors

raised 5 to 7 feet. Grade elevation for beachfront homes in the rest of the
study area to the east are in the 6.5 to 7 foot range with grades between

7 and 8 feet at the eastern end of the study area. Most of the homes are raised

2 to 4 feet above grade with several raised significantly higher.

-Only scattered properties throughout the area were estimated by the Phase II

methodology as having high potential for meeting Section 1362 eligibility cri-

teria.

Conclusions

Access into the area for any public recreation beach would appear to present

problems because of the narrow roads. Because of possible access problems,
active beach associations, limited town interest, and only scattered properties
with high potential, the area does not appear suitable for future Section 1362

acquisition by either the town or the state.

WEST BEACH

General Description

The West Beach area is a barrier beach formation backed by salt marsh and the
Patchogue River. The coastline is oriented to the southeast. The study area
includes 45 structures on the beach side of Seaside Avenue and 45 structures on

the marsh side of Seaside Avenue as it runs west to east from Pilots Point Road
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on the west to Post Avenue on the east (see Figure 26).

The structures in the West Béach study area are almost all summer cottages

with the exception of a small group (12 structures) of year-round homes fronting
the Sound in the Coral Sands section (just west of the paved parking are for the
public beach). The shorefront homes in this group are built right on the

beach, very close to the shoreline.

Grade elevation on the Sound side of Seaside Avenue.gradually increases from
west to east across the study area. 1In the area of the summer cottages, the
grade ranges from approximately 6 to 7 feet. In the central Coral Sands area
(year-round houses) the grade increases to about 9 feet. The summer cottages are
raised on the average about 3 feet above'grade; the year-round group about 2

feet above grade.

A separate group of summer cottages is located on the marsh side of Seaside
Avenue in the Coral Sands section. The cottages are on small lots, most less

than .1 acre, extending into the marsh. Al]l of these structures are .assessed

‘at less than $10,000, most in the $4,000 to $6,000 range. Almost all are elevated

on piers. Most were built during the 1950's. Structures are generally elevated
4 to 6 feet above grade, and grade elevations decrease away from the rqad to

less than 5 feet above mean sea level at the north end. These structures were
built prior to zoning regulations established in 1956, and they pose a poten-
tially serious problem with inadequately functioning septic systems, particularly

when flood waters are impounded in the area for a long time.

Also included in the study area is the row of structures extending from the group
of cottages described above eastward to Post Avenue. The grade here gradually
rises from about 6.5 feet at the western portion to over 8 feet at the eastern
end with individual structures raised 3 to 4 feet. Most of these structures are

seasonal and almost all are assessed at less than $10,000.

Current assessments represent 65 percent of 1971 market value. Revaluation is
presently being done which will be based on 70 percent of current market value.

The present mill rate is 38.00.
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Potential Damage Assessment

Westbrook is in the Emergency Phase of the Flood Insurance Program, and the
V-zone has not been mapped. For purposes of this study the V-zone was assumed to
extend to Seaside Avenue. None of the structures north of Seaside Avenue were
estimated by the Phase II methodoclogy to have high potential for meeting Section
1362 eligibility criteria. A fairly large grouping of structures west of the
existing town beach and parking area are estimated to have high potential (others

without high potential are interspersed within this group of structures).

Conclusions

The area immediately west of the existing town beach and parking area to Pilot
Point Drive includes several properties estimated to have high potential for
future Section 1362 eligibility and would provide a convenient expansion of the
existing town beach. Therefore, the area " appears suitable for future applica-
tion of Section 1362, perhaps in combination with other sources of funds. Total
assessed value of properties in this area is $319,570. The amount of annual.

real estate tax revenue to the town is $12,144.
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FIGURE 24: LOCATION OF GROVE BEACH AND WEST BEACH AREAS IN WESTBROOK
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OLD SAYBROOK

Three areas were identified in Old Saybrook: Chalker Beach, Great Hammock Beach

and Plum Bank Beach (see Figure 27).
CHALKER BEACH

General Description

The study area is located east of Westbrook Harbor and iﬁcludes'all of the struc-
tures in the Chalker Beach area between Cold Spring Brook on the west and the end
of Bel-Aire Drive on the east and is bounded on the north by the approkimate land-
ward extent of the V:zone, ‘approximately 209 feet inland of Beach Road (see Figure
28). (Saybrook Manor area and Nehantic Trail area are not included in this study

area.)

This is a barrier beach formation backed by wetland with landward development on
artificial fill. The shoreline has an unobstructed orientation to the southwest.
There is a 200 foot long by 100 foot wide existing recreational beach area. The
remaining beach area is relatively narrow but widens in the eastern part of the

study area in the Bel-Aire Drive section.

fhe study area includes 100 structures. Two different subareas within the study
area can be identified. East of Bliss_Street is a group of 22 structures that
are relatively more expensive and are buiit on slightly higher grade elevation
than the rest of the study area. This appears to be predominantly a year-round
section. Most of these structures are assessed in the $20,000 to $30,000 range
-- average structure asssessment is about $29,000. Average total assessment in
this subgroup is about $59,000. Of the 78 remaining structures =-- mostly summer
cottages, elevated on piers -- most are assessed at less than $15,000. The aver-
age total assessment is $31,000, Assessments represent 70 percent of 1979 mar-

ket values. The mill rate is 20.8.

Most of the seasonal cottages were built in the 1920's and l930is. It is highly
vulnerable to flooding and was damaged severely in 1938, Most of the cottages
have been in the same family for at least a generation and there is little turn-
over. The Chalker Beach Association has been active in representing the interests

of the residents in recent discussion of a community septic system.
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Acquisition in the Chalker Beach or Saybrook Manor areas would meet town needs
either for additional beach property or for additional access to the Sound.
According to officials interviewed, the town would be interested in any Chalker
Beach properties voluntarily offered for sale following severe flood damage.
The town has a need for additional beach areas, established by a study commis-
sioned by the town's beach study commission in the 1970's. Chalker Beach is
physically the best beach area in town -- it is wide, sandy, and has good depth
at low tide. Beach erosion only occurs during storms with a strong southwest
wind; most often the beach is in an accretion area. Though Chalker Beach itself
would make an admirable site for a public beach, there would be some access and
parking prcblems. ‘The town has only two boat launches, of which only one is
open to the public; accordingly, public access for an additional boat launch

would serve an important community need.

The town Would not, according to officials interviewed, use its power of emi-
nent domain to acquire properties adjacent to eligible properties to make a suit-
able reuse area; it believes that its aggressive evacuation policy during severe
storms removes any threat to life and the threat of property damages or need for
public recreational areas are not sufficient justification for taking people's

property.

Potential Damage Assessment

Grade elevations throughout the study area are low. Shorefront structures are
built right on the beach system and these structures are on the highest grade ele-
vation in the study area -- what would appear to correspond to the natural loca-
tion of the dune line. The elevation of the shorefront structures is approximately
six feet in the area west of Cranton Street. East of Cranton Street, the grade
rises to over eight-feet in the shorefront area of Bel-Aire Drive. Landward of
Bel-Aire Drive grade elevation decreases but is still within the range of six to
seven feet. Landward of Beach Road elevations are significantly lower, especially
to the west of Chalker Beach Road. GCrade elevation of structures landward of
Beach Road are generally in the four to six foot range. Most of the cottages are
raised two to three feet above grade on piers. The Phase II methodology estimated
that almost all of the structures in the study area have potential for future Sec-

tion 1362 eligibility.
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Conclusions

Because the town has a high interest in developing a public recreation beach in
this area, and because almost all of the properties have a high potential, the
entire area appears suitable for application of the Section 1362 program. The
assessed value of the entire area is $3,755.560. Annual real estate taxes to

the town are $78,116.
GREAT HAMMOCK BEACH

General Description

Great Hammock Beach is an extremely low and flat area south of Oyster River. The
study area includes all of the structures located between Plum Bank Road (State
Rt. 154) and the Sound. It is bounded on the north by the mouth of Indiantown
Harbor and on the south by the outlet of Plum Bank Creek (see Figure 29).

The study area includes 82 mostly seasonal structures, all of which are within
the mapped V-zone. Most of the structures are assessed in the $10,000 to $20,000
range -- more than half are assessed at less than $15,000. Average assessment is

about $15,000. Average total assessment is about $32,000.

Great Hammock Beach is the most wvulnerable of the 0ld Saybrock beaches due to its
southwestern exposure. Numerous private groihs and seawalls line the beach in
this area. Because the beaches are so shallow, they-are good for small children.

Only a few of the cottages on Great Hammcck Beach are winterized.

The town needs additional land for beaches and beach parking facilities. The town
also needs additional boat access points to the shore. Acquisition may also help
protect the extensive state-owned marshlands across Plum Beach Road —- a critical

natural area identified by the DEP wildlife unit.

According to officials interviewd, the town hould be interested in any Great Ham-
mock properties voluntarily offered for sale following severe flood damage. How-
ever, such voluntary sales would likely be rare according to town officials, and
the town would not use its power of eminent domain to acquire additional proper-

ties to make a suitable reuse area.
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Potental Damage Assessment

All of the structures are located within the FEMA-designated V-zone. The base
flood elevation is 11 feet. Grade elevation throughout the study area is rela-
tively very low, particularly in the Barnes Road area where shorefront structures
are built right on the beach, very close to the water and on grades generally
less than five feet. Landward elevations are also generally less than five feet.
Most of the structures in the area are elevated on piers. Structures in the
Barnes Road area are generally elevated four to five feet above grade. The re-
mainder of the structures are generally elevated one to three feet above grade.
The Phase II methodology estimated that all structures in this area have high
potential for future Section 1362 eligibility.

Conclusions

Because all of the structures in this area have high potential and there is in-
terest by both the town and the state in acquiring pioperty in this area, ‘it
appears to be suitable for application of Section 1362. Since the Chalker Béach
area and Plum Bank Beach area (see following discussion) are both suggested for
town application of Section 1362, the Great Hammock Beach area is suggested as
being most appropriate for state use as an expansion of its holdings in the marsh-
land across the road. Total assessed value of all properties in the area is

$2,613,360. Annual real estate taxes to the town are $54,358.
PLUM BANK BEACH

General Description

This area is just south of Great Hammock Beach on the same southwest oriented
shoreline. This is a barrier beach backed by.extensive wetlands owned by the
state. The study area extends southward from thé mouth of Plum Bank Creek to
the end of Plum Bank Road (State>Route 154) and includes 54 structures between
the Sound and Plum Bank Road -- 47 of these structures are considered to be in

the V-zone (see Figure 30).

The structures in this area are a mixture of year-round and seasonal dwellings.
More than half of the structures are assessed at less than $20,000; several, how-

ever, are assessed at over $30,000. Average structure assessment is about $23,000.
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This is a strip of shorefront approximately 1/2 mile long. Located in the mid-
dle is a town beach. Houses are not built as close to the shoreline as in Great
Hammock Beach but the beach area here is relatively narrow, particularly in the
area south of the public beach where numerous private groins have been built to

trap sand.
The town would also be interested in any available properties at Plum Bank Beach
for expanded beach area and parking facilities. The state has indicated interest

in the entire area to help protect the marsh.

Potential Damage Assessment

Grade elevations are higher here than in the other two 014 Saybrook study areas.
North of the town beach there is a low area immediately on the shore side of
Route 154. The structures, however, are built on higher ground closer to the
Sound. There is a high point in the northern part of the study area where grade
elevation of the shorefront structures are greater than 10 feet. Structures in
this area are raised only about 0 to cne foot above grade. South of this high
point grade elevations range fron six to nine feet and structures in this area

are raised two to three feet above grade.

South of the town beach grade elevations of the shorefront structures range from
six to eight feet until the topography begins to rise approximately 300 feet from
the end of Plum Bank Road. Structures south of the beach area are only O to one

foot above grade.

The Phase II methodology estimated that 23 structures in the study area have high
potential for future Section 1362 eligibility. These include a large, almost

contiguous group near the south end of the study area, a small group immediately

adjacent to the existing town beach, and some additional properties in the northern

part of the study area.

Conclusions

Two groupings of properties appear suitable for Section 1362 application to assist
the town in expanding its public beach areas. The small group of high-potential
properties north and south of the existing town beach could be used to expand the

town beach. The larger group of high-potential properties at the southern end of
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the study could be used to develop a new public beach. Total assessed value of
the 14 properties at the southern end is $832,270 and annual real estate taxes
are $17,311. Total assessed value of the four properties adjacent tc the town

beach is $219,930 and annual taxes are $4,574.
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FIGURE 27: LOCATION OF CHALKER BEACH, GREAT HAMMOCK BEACH,
AND PLUM BANK BEACH AREAS IN OLD SAYBROOK
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OLD LYME

Two areas in 0ld Lyme were selected for detailed study; Hawks Nest and Sound

View (see Figure 31).
HAWKS NEST

General Description

This study area is located on an approximately half-mile long barrier beach for-
mation that is backed by marshland. The shoreline fronting Long Island Sound is
oriented towards the southeast, and there are no offshore obstructions to storm
waves. There is a fairly large groin field, and the beach is good for swimming.
The study area is bounded on the west by Mile Creek and on the east by Hawks
Nest Road. (See Figure 32.)

The study area contains 85 dwellings. Although most of these structures are
seasonal, rental cottages, they all appear to be well-maintained. . Most of these
cottages are:owned by one family. ‘Conversation with the owner revealed that,
for economic reasons, he has decided not to purchase flood .insurance for these

rental cottages.

Structures in the study area may be divided into subgroups. In the eastern part
of the study area are smaller, one-story seasonal rental cottages -- most assess-
ed at less than $15,000. There is a smaller middle group of about seven year-
round structures, each of which is assessed at over $20,000. The largest sub-
group is composed of the remaining 59 structures, most fronting the Sound, sea-
sonal, and generally more substantial than the cottages in the eastern part of
the area. The average structure assessment in this subgroup is approximately

$19,000.

0l1d Lyme has taken a hard line against rebuilding substantially damaged beach-
front structures -- it feels that such structures shoulq not be rebuilt. To pre-
vent such rebuilding, the zoning enforcement officer has determined that the re-
guirement for a floodproofed septic system cannot be met in a coastal high hazard

area.
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Potential Damage Assessment

The base flood elevation is 11 feet. The V-zone boundary follows West End Avenue
from west to east. As the road begins to curve inland in the eastern part of the
study area, the V-zone does not follow the road but instead continues eastward

approximately 150 feet inland of the shoreline.‘

Sixty-six structures are estimated to be in the V-zone. Shorefront homes are
built right on the beach system with generally less than 100 feet between the

house and the shoreline.

Grade elevations for the shorefront cottages forming the largest subgroup is
generally in the range of 7 to 9 feet. Grade elevation increases to over 10 feet
in the central year-round area and then decreases slightly to the east edge of
the study area. Almost all of the seasonal dwellings are elevated on piers.

Most of the structures are elevated, on the average of about 2 feet above grade

level.

The Phase II methodology identifies scattered one-story structures in the V-zone

as having high potential for future Section 1362 eligibility.

Conclusion

Officials of the Town of 0ld Lyme noted the usefulness of an additional town beach
in the Hawks Nest area. However, because only scattered properties were estimated
to have high potential and because most of the structures in the area are unlikely
to be covered by flood insurance, the area does not appear suitable for applica-

tion of the Section 1362 program.
SOUND VIEW

General Description

This study area is located just to the east of Hawks Nest on a land contact beach
area and adjacent shorelands. The shoreline is oriented to the south and there
are no offshore obstructions to stormwaves. Almost all of the structures are
seasonal; some have been recently renovated but others are poorly maintained.

The area is densely developed and the focal point of the area is the public beach
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located at the end of Hartford Ave. The study area is bisected by Hartford
Ave. which in the summer is the entertainment strip for what becomes a crowded

resort area. (See figure 33.)

Of the 64 shorefront structures (between Pond Rd. and Hartung Place and the
Sound) a few individual structures are assessed at over $30,000 each but many
are assessed at $10,000 or less. Most are assessed at less than $15,000. Some

of the shorefront structures are in a seasonal, commercial use.

Potential Damage Assessment

The base flood elevation is 11 feet and for the purpose of estimating potential
damage, the 64 shorefront dwellings were treated as if they were in the V-zone.
The landward extent of the mapped V-zone passes through the interior of the shore-
front lots, approximately midway between Pond Rd. and Hartung Place and the shore-
line. For purposes of estimating potential damage, all structures on the shore-
front lots were considered to be subject to wave damage (in the V-zone). The
first row of structures fronting the Sound are built on the beach‘system. The

beach is relatively wide -- in most places over 100 feet.

High grade elevations between Pond Rd. and Hartung Rd. and the shoreline were
found to be generally within the seven to eight feet range. Most of the struc-
tures are raised above grade on piers. Most of the structures are raised about
two feet above grade. Throughout the V-zone the Phase II methodology has identi-
fied scattered structures as having high potential for future 1362 eligibility.

A small group of contiguous structures adjacent to the town beach are estimated

to have high potential.

West of Hartford Ave. and just landward of the shorefront structures, grade ele-
vation decreases significantly to low points estimated at less than four feet -
along Pond RA. Grade elevations rise slightly‘north of Pond R4. but elevations
in this area (north of Pond Rd. - west of Hartford Ave.) remain generally low;
the lowest in the study area. Despite the low elevations, structures here are
not estimated to have high potential for future 1362 eligibility, primarily be-

cause the area is out of the V-zone,

East of Hartford Ave. and landward of the shorefront structures, grade elevations

do not drop off as significantly as they do in the Pond R4. area. Hartung Place
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is at roughly equal elevation to the shorefront grade and north of Hartung Place
grade elevations remain relatively high in comparison to. the area west of Hart-

ford Ave.

Conclusions

The town owns vacant lots in the study area which it rents for parking, but a
shortage of parking areas limits the beach's use. It is a good swimming beach
with better road access than White Sands and Hawks Nest Beaches. In the early
1970's a redevelopment plan was proposed for the area, but the voters turned it

down decisively.

By acquiring properties in Sound View, the town could extend a popular town
beach. Additional parking facilities would also be needed if the beach were
expanded. O0ld Lyme officials expressed interest in acquiring properties in
Sound View, although residents are unlikely to want to sell if they are allowed
to rebuild.

The areas adjacent to the Town Beach at the south end of Hartford Ave. appear

suitable for future application of the Section 1362 program.
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FIGURE 31: LOCATION OF HAWKS NEST AND SOUND VIEW AREAS IN OLD LYME

P

Scale 1:24,000

Study Area %/% | '

v




W TAX ASSECSMENT DATA

o

0

-nmaze

- lua —

kg

Long
LEGEND

ASSESSOR'S LOT NUMBER @ ASSESSOR'S 8LOLK ND.
PRESENTLY UNAVAILABLE
ONE $TORY DWELLING/NO BASEMENT [ ONE STORY/BASEMENT
TWO ETORY DWELLING | NO BASEMENT D TWO STORY/ BASEMENT
NOTE; SYMBDLS Fpe DWELLINGS ARE SLHEMATIC AMD THUS DO

NOT BHO 1ZE, SHAPE OF LOCATION BN _LOT
APPROXIMATE LANDWARD EXTENT OF VeZONE

PROPERTIES ESTIMATED DY NITIAL SCRESNING ASNGT HAVING
HiGH POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE 1362 ELI&/BILITY

PROPERTIES ESTIMATED 8Y PHASE IL METHOPOLOGY AS
HAVING HiGH POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE 1362 ELiGiBILITY

AREA POTENTIALLY SUITABLE FOR FUTURE ALQUIS ITION

7 v VAT,
% iy,

.
|

ISLAND

HEMLOCK  CIRCLE

Figure 32

! AREA STUDY

CONNECTICUT COASTAL FLOOD HAZARD

) TOWN OF OLD LYME:;

HAWKS NEST AREA

Ralph M. Fleld Associates, Inc.

[ [ 200 300
— e j—ves— date: ;D
approx, scale of fest Feb. 1982 narth
W B
- >
_& z
w
o« o W
% a 2
o w
>
<
a s}
8 g z
g @ v
- -
L2 ©
w z
= I
w "
% 3
3
< ‘
T

CENTER

MATCH LINE
D VIEW ARER

V-LONE

L 30M




[ 8

- 105 -~

LAEGEND
B8 ASSRSSORYS Lol NumBgr ) @ ASSESSOR'S BLoly D,
» .Mm:.\ >aumnwlh>hs DATA . ]
ESENTLY UNAYAILABLE . . . .
[ ONE STORY DWELLING /N0 BASEMENT [ OME STOKY [ BASEMENT M;QS\\(. OFOLD Fw\\& E:
. @ TWO STORY DWELLING | NG BASEMENT m FWO STORY/ BASEMENT : ) th\)xU VIEW ARE A

NoT SUBWw ACTUAL "SITE SRAPE DP LOCATION O LOT.

narth

Ralph M, Fleld Assotiates, nc.
nawn APPROX/MATE LANDNARD EXTENT OF V-ZONE ) . v N Bles,
T @ PROPERTIES ESTIMATED BY Wrywhl SCREEMING AS NOT HAvVING 4 o0 202 3ua dates
HIGH POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE 1363 ELIG/BHATY . 15
approx. scale of fest fob. 1982
@ FROPEKTIES ESTIMATED BY PHASE IT METNODOLDEVY AS

RAVING HiGH POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE 1363, EwGIBIEITY

N0 LDNMSIE

7

’ : VA ,
: /] i)
4 v S\ (7 P
m&»‘& @@%
W7 A
1 yg ol S22

R L Lt et L]

ISLAND




- 109 -

LEGEMND

ASEESEORYS LOT NUMBER ) @ ASSESSUR'S ghogk Mo,

TAX ASSESSMEMNT PATA
PRESRNTLY UNAVAILABLE
ONE STORY DWELLING/ND BASEMENT  (J anve SroryY [ BASEMENT

\
i
TWO STORY DWELLING | NO BASEMENT m 1w STORY/ BASEMENT {
)
k¢

TOWN OF OLD LYME: -
SOUND VIEW AREA

Ralph M. Fisld Associates, inc.

[ 100 % flue]

e m— date:

approx. scale of fest Feb. 1982 nofth

PWELLINGS ARE SCMEMATIC AMD THvs DO
HOT EHO LTUA ITE . SHAPR  OF LOCATION oN LOT

APPROXIMATE LANDWARD EXTENT OF V-XONK ’ . -
PROPERTIES ESTIMATED BY INITIAL $CREENING AS NoT HAVING [
Hieh POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE 1361 ELt&IBUITY F/\ [

wmocmxm»

PROPERTIES ESTIMATED 8Y PHAGE I sETNODOLOGY A% [ )
AvEnyg

WAVING HIGH POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE /362 ELiG18/1TY

&—s‘.@ e TERE
. e T
,\Q\\w‘_ﬁ. 4 - V-2oNE

A

o

{SLAND

LA




PART Il

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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SUMMARY OF SECTION 1362 ELIGIBILITY FOR SELECTED AREAS

As discussed in Part II, not all of the areas investigated as part of this study
were judged to have high potential eligibility for acquisition under the Section
1362 program. Although éll of the areas except Long Beach in Stratford had at
least some properties with high potential for eligibility, in many areas these
properties were widely scattered. 1In other areas, large groups of properties
appear to have high potential for future eligibility, notably Cedar Island,
Chalker Beach and Great Hammock Beach. Those areas with a high potential for

Section 1362 eligibility are summarized in Table 5.

Since information on flood insurance coverage of individual structures was not
available, it has been assumed that the structures having high potential to meet
the damage criteria will be covered by flood insurance. It is also difficult to
judge the future willingness of owners to voluntarily sell their property if it
and surrounding properties have been destroyed or severely damaged by a major
flood. Although town officials varied in their assessments of the likelihood
that property owners would voluntarily sell, the general perception seemed to
be that long-time residents would elect to stay while relative newcomers might
be interested in selling. Some officials observed an increased turnover in

properties following each significant flood.

No systematic survey of property owners was conducted during the study, but mem-
bers of the study team did talk with many residents who approached them during
field surveys of the areas. These conversations with property owners did not
reveal many who would definitely be interested in selling. A few people did
state that immediately after a flood a lot of people would be willing to sell if
offered a good price, but that within only a few days the desire to sell usually

disappeared.

Almost without exception, residents readily acknowledged that the areas were
subject to frequent flooding. Somewhat less common was acknowledgment that
property might be subject to total destruction or severe damage. A type of
comment often heard was "You have to be crazy to live here!" However, this was
usually expressed with considerable pride. Others commented that it was worth

putting up with occasional flooding for the pleasure of living in such an



s

- 108 -

attractive area. Another frequently heard comment, especially by those not

immediately on the beach, was "If I get flooded, the whole town will be under

water".

In some of the study areas, such as Clinton Beach in Clinton, that were reportedly
"wiped.out" during the 1938 hurricane (slightly less than a one percent flood),
the Phase II methodology showed only a portion of the structures as having high
potential for future Section 1362 eligibility. Presumably, this is because the
rebuilt structures were elevated higher above grade and would not be subject to

as severe wave impact -in another one percent flood. 1In general, structures were
elevated above grade =-- usually on piles or posts -- in relation to their exposure

to wave impact and high water, but many exceptions exist.

Almost all structures estimated by the Phase II methodoclogy as having high poten-
tial for future Section 1362 eligibility are in the V-zone. Structures outside the
V-zone could qualify, under the methodology, only if estimated water depth above
the first floor in the structure exceeded seven feet. A structure with a first
floor elevation of only four feet, very close to the normal mean high tide level,
could thus qualify only if the anticipated stillwater elévation exceeded 11

feet. According to FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps, stillwater levels exceeding
11 feet during a one percent flood are anticipated in very few places outside

V-zones along the Connecticut coast.

The depth of water/percent damage tables used in this study do not relate the

amounts of damage to differences in guality of construction. The tables are

. based on empirical data, so they presumably represent a range of type and

quality of construction in the study areas. Although determinations were not
made on an individual structure basis, it is of course likely that many poorly
constructed structures would in fact be damaged more than comparable structures

of sound construction.

The estimates of potential for future eligibility do not include estimates pf
properties that could become eligible because of community enforcement of ordi-
nances prohibiting rebuilding or permitting rebuilding only at significantly
increased costs. As explained in the Phase II methodology, these ordinances in

most communities have results very similar to those under other damage criteria.
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TABLE 5: AREAS WITH HIGH POTENTIAL SUITABILITY FOR SECTION 1362 ACQUISITION

Town/Areas

Norwalk
Harborview

Fairfield
Pine Creek Beach

Milford
Cedar Beach

Guilford
Grass iIsland
and
Madison
Circle Beach

Clinton
Cedar Island

Harbor View

Westbrook
West Beach

01d Saybrook
Chalker Beach

Great Hammock
Beach

Plum Bank Beach

01d Lyme
Sound View

Community or State
Interest in Public Reuse

Community boat launch as
recommended in town recrea-
tion plan

Provide parking and expand
existing town beach at end
of South Pine Creek Road

Additional beach recrea-
tion area for Milford

Develop state recreation
area adjacent to existing
state boat launch

Town recreation or expan-
sion of Hammonassett State

- Park

Expand existing town beach
and marsh holdings and
develop as public beach

Expansion to existing town
beach

Additional public beach

Expansion of state holding
for wildlife protection or
additional public beach
for town

Expand existing town beach;
additional town beach

Expand existing town beach
and provide parking

Properties Having High
Potential for Future
Section 1362AEligibilit1

Group of 5 structures at
south end of Beach Road

Group of about 15 contiguous
structures east of South
Pine Creek Road

“Two small groups of structures

at eastern and western ends
of Cedar Beach

Small groups and scattered
properties in both the
Grass Island and Circle
Beach areas

More than one-half of the
structures on the island

Contiguous group of
structures in northern
section

Small group of structures
adjacent to existing town
beach

Essentially alli structures

All structures

Structures on
existing town
of structures
existing town

both sides of
beach; group
south of
beach

Group of structures on both
sides of existing town

beach
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IMPROVING OPPORTUNITIES FOR OBTAINING SECTION 1362 FUNDS

The preceding section indicates that there are several developed floodprone areas
along the Connecticut coast that could become eligible for acquisition under the
Section 1362 program. Some of these areas appear most appropriate for the state
to acquire and others for municipalities to acquire. In Part I of this report
several existing state actions and requirements were listed that already in-
crease the chances of flood damaged areas in Connecticut qualifying for Section
1362 funds. There are additional actions that can be taken by both the state
and interested municipalities to increase their chances of actually receiving
Section 1362 funds. Most of these actions would prove useful for the state and
communities to pursue, even without consideration of improving their chances of

receiving Section 1362 funding.
ACTIONS TO TAKE BEFORE A FLOOD DISASTER OCCURS

A. State of Connecticut

1. Amend the Connecticut SCORP to identify specific coastal flood hazard
areas that the state is interested in acquiring when an opportunity
may become available following a disastrous flood. Provide in the
SCORP that prior funding commitments of federal and matching state

funds can be modified to take advantage of the unique opportunities

that may be presented at that time.

2., Proceed with the‘development of plans for the reuse of floodprone

areas designated in the SCORP.

3. Proceed with acquisition of the highest priority floodprone area(s)
designated in the SCORP even in the absence of a flood that makes

some or all structures in the area eligible for Section 1362 funds.

4. Establish a record of strict enforcement of the new state building
code (Section 743) requirements concerning construction in special

flood hazard areas.
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Encourage municipaiities to develop post~flood recovery and hazard
mitigation plans and provide guidance for the development of these
plans (see page 125 of this report). (Example - the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, through its Coastal Zone Management Program, has worked
with several of its municipélities to develop hazard mitigation plans

for areas with a high flood risk.)

Establish a program -- in cooperation with FEMA == to aggreséively
promote the purchase of flood insurance by property owners and
tenants in special flood hazard areas. (Example -- several states,
using funds from the FEMA State Aséistance program, are developing
strong public awareness programs including information on the avail-

ability of flood insurance.)

Establish legislation that would require all real estate agents to
inform prospective purchasers and renters that the property is in a
special flood hazard area. (Example - Santa Clara County, California
requires that property buyers be provided a written statement of flood
hazards and landslide and seismic risk. Realtor associations have
prepared maps and other materials to assist real estate agents in

complying with the law.)

Establish a state requirement of a minimum set~back from mean high
water or the first dune line for all new construction or substantial
improvements. (Example - Florida has enacted a Coastal Construction
Setbaék Line Law in order to "prevent beach encroachment that would
endanger the existing beach dune system and to help prevent existing
and future structures from being unreasonably subject to great and

irreparable harm".)

CAM, in cooperation with the state Civil Preparedness Office, encourage
coastal communities to develop improved programs of flood warning and
evacuation. (Example - Florida has used the FEMA State Assistance
Program to re-evaluate the hazard mitigation program for the City of

Sanibel, including procedures for total evacuation.)
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Continue to request that FEMA improve its procedures for making flood

insurance claims data available to the state, and use the data to:

a. Identify the areas that receive flood damage from different
levels of storms. (Example - North Dakota has also requested
insurance claims data from FEMA to assist in developing a history

of flood damages in selected communities.)

b. Develop depth of water/percent damage tables specificélly appli-
cable to Connecticut flooding and construction
i. structures not built in conformance with minimum
FEMA regulations
ii. structures built in conformance with minimum FEMA
regulations.
(Example - Using a FEMA grant the Tampa Bay Regional Planning
Council under contract to the Florida Bureau of Disaster Pre-
paredness, is undertaking a Hurricane Loss and Contingency
Planning Study that will include projected structural loss
based on the development of thresholds for percentage of unit

damage correlated to surge height and wind velocity.)

Establish a state policy concerning whether pre- or post-flood wvalue
will be paid for damaged structures acquired by the state. (Example
- Pennsylvania requires that pre-flood fair market value be paid for
public acquisition of flood damaged properties, whereas South Dakota
state law forbids public bodies from paying for property which is

not present at the time of the appraisal; e.g., requires post-flood

land value for a completely destroyed structure.)

An appropriate state official should send a letter to the FEMA
regional director in Boston with a copy to the FEMA Associate
Director, State and Local Programs and Support, Washington, D.C.
stating Connecticut's commitment to proper floodplain management at
both state and municipal levels and expressing an intent to apply
for (or support municipal applications for) Section 1362 funds
should the opportunity arise. If deemed appropriate, a copy of
this report may be submitted along with other appropriate infor-

mation as supporting evidence of the state's intent and commitment.
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Municipalities

1.

Modify existing floodplain management regulations so that they go

beyond the minimum FEMA regulations. Some possible actions are:

o Reserve all undeveloped V~-zones for open space and public

recreation.

o Allow limited new development and substantial improvements
within the V-zone, but require that all structures be ele~

vated above the estimated wave-crest level.

© Prohibit certain critical facilities from being constructed
withinbthe one percent flood zone or provide that they be
floodproofed or elevated to the level of the 0.5 percent
(500-year) flood. Critical faciiities could include hospi-
tals, nursing homes, non-water dependent portions of
electrical generating facilities, hazardous waste genera-

tors or storage areas.

o Provide that all new construction and substantial improvements
in floéd zones be elevated or floodproofed at least one foot
above the level of the one percent flood (instead of to the‘
level of the one percent flood) to provide protection from
floating debris, a f;ood of greater magnitude than the base

flood, and increases in flood levels due to future development.

O Establish a substantial improvement definition lower than 50
percent structural damage or 50 percent of fair market value of
the structures (e.g., 30 percent of fair market value). A lower
limit could be established for all flood hazard areas, or only
within the V-zone and floodways and the 50 percent limit retained

in other portions of the floodplain.

Maintain a record of strict enforcement of floodplain regulations,

with few or no variances permitted.

Prepare a poét—flood_recovery and hazard mitigation plan (see

following section of this report).

Develop an effective flood warning and evacuation plan.
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5. Submit a complete and timely annual report to FEMA (including all

variances granted and denied).

6. Establish a procedure to notify all prospective purchasers and
renters of floodprone properties of the risk of living in the
area. This could include a requirement that all real estate
agents notify prospective purchasers and renters whether or not

the property is in a flood hazard area.

ACTIONS IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING A FLOOD DISASTER

Immediately after a major flood, both the community and the state should take the
necessary actions to6 apply for Section 1362 funds. At a minimum, the formal ap-
plication procedures required by FEMA should be followed (see Appendix B). The
initial steps in this process are described below. Eligibility is likely to be
enhanced and the process speeded up if the community and state go beyond the
minimum regquirements and assist FEMA with other necessary actions. Therefore,
the steps described include both the minimum requirements and additional useful
actions. Unless specified otherwise, it is suggested that both the state and
community be involved in each of these steps regardless of which government unit

will eventually accept title to the prdperty.

1. Inventory Damaged Properties. All areas of the community that suffered
significant damage should be inventoried and the amount of damage esti-
mated. If structures in areas in which the community or state are inter-
ested in acquiring meet the "daﬁaqed substantially beyénd repair" criterion,

the community should proceed with steps 2 through 6 below.

2. Assemble Initial Data. Within a few days following the flood, the commu-

nity and the state should assemble the information called for in Figure

1 A . . .
34." Some of this information (such as insurance claims data) may not be

1Figure'34: Section 1362 Potential Project Form was developed by FEMA and
has been used by FEMA headquarters and regional offices in evaluating the
eligibility of communities to participate in the Section 1362 program. A
revised form is currently under preparation, but the type and detail of in-
formation requested is not anticipated to be greatly different than the
present form.
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available to either the state or community but will be supplied later

by FEMA.

In addition to the information listed in Figure 34, the community and

state should compile the following information:

o Name of the community and state contacts for the project.

o Copy of community floodplain management regulations or ordinance,
including a summary statement of any special features of thét regu-
lation, such as provisions that go beyond the minimum regulations

required by FEMA.

o Copy of any appropriate state floodplain management regulations,
building codes, etc., if they include special features or go beyond

minimum FEMA requirements.

o Copies of any additional local, regional or state regulations, legis-
lation, policy statements, executive orders, memorandums of under-
standing, etc., that may be applicable to the proposed Section 1362

project.

o Summary statements describing any existing or proposed flood control
works or studies affecting the study area, studies of non-structural
floodplain management measures that may have been conducted, land use

plans affecting the area, etc.

o Copies of maps describing the proposed>project area:

- map showing location of the project area within the community,
including standard land use categories within the community
such as industrial, commercial, residential, open space, etc.

- Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) and Flood Boundary and Floodway
Maps (FBFW) of the project area.

- large scale map of the project area showing property boundaries,
size of parcels, location of structures, and different types of

land use within the project area.

O Estimated recurrence interval of the flood, if known (high water

marks compared to elevations shown on FIRM's may provide a rough

estimate of recurrence interval).
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3. Letter of Intent to FEMA. As soon as the community or state has decided

that it wishes to pursue Section 1362 funding, it should send a letter to
FEMA stating its desire to pa;ticipate in the Section 1362 program. This
letter should be sent to the FEMA Regional Director in Bostonl with a copy
to the FEMA Associate Director, State and Local Programs and Support, at
FEMA headquarters in Washington. Included with the letter should be as
much of the information described in Step 2 above as the community and
state have been able to assemble.2 The state or community (whichever is
not proposing to acquire the property) should write a létter endorsing the

application, to accompany the primary request.

4., Assemble Additional Data. In anticipation of FEMA inguiries concerning

the individual properties and community eligibility, the community and
state should cooperate to complete the compilation of data described in
Step 2 above and should develbp additional information in support of their
request for Section 1362 funds. Additional efforts should concentrate on
the community eligibility criteria (see Figure 2) and on community permit
decisions if properties are believed to be eligible on the basis of local

ordinances concerning rebuilding.

5. Prepare for Public Meetings. If FEMA determines that the structures and

the communities are potentially eligible and that Section 1362 funds may
be available, it will reguire one or more public meetings with local of-
ficials and property owners. In anticipation of these meetings, the
community should notify property owners that it is seeking federal
assistance to acquire their properties (emphasizing the voluntary nature
of the program), provide them with information about the Section 1362
program, and describe what the community intends to do with the property

if acquired. The community may alsoc wish to provide information about the

. B ’

lFEMA guidelines published in the Federal Register state that the letter should
be sent to the Federal Insurance Administrator, but, as a result of internal
FEMA reorganizations and modified program procedures, the letter should be sent
as stated in this report.

ZFEMA guidelines require, at this stage, only an identification of the structures
and the individual and community criteria (see Figure 2) under which the struc-
tures are believed to qualify. Providing additional information at this time
should speed up the process and perhaps improve community changes of being in-
cluded in the program.
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program to the general public through newspaper articles or other appropriate

methods.

Reuse Plan. The community should prepare a plan, or update any existing
plan, for reuse of the acquired properties. This plah will have to be
approved by FEMA before FEMA will order a property appraisal and begin
negotiations with property ownefs“ The plan need not be detailed, but it
must include assurances that the land will be "managed in a manner consis-

tent with sound land management and use".
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FIGURE 34: SECTION 1362 POTENTIAL PROJECT FORM]

1. Cammunity Name:

2. Program Status:

Emergency /7

Regular /7

Anticipated Entrance to Regular Program - Date:

History of FPM Compliance: (check one)
// High Satisfactory //  Satisfactory //  Poor
Please explain if either "Highly Satisfactory™ or "Poor" is checked.

(Include any unique or innovative regulatory approaches):

4. Number of Claims (most recent event):

S Date of Loss:

5. Flood History: (Last 10 years)

(a) Date of Event Total Number of Structures w/Claims Amount
Damaged Structures

(b) Date of Event Triggering Eligibility:

lFigure 34: Section 1362 Potential Project Form was developed by FEMA and has
been used by FEMA headquarters and regional offices in evaluating the eligi-
bility of communities to participate in the Section 1362 program. A revised
form is currently under preparation, but the type and detail of information

requested is not anticipated to be greatly different than the present form,

l 3. Number of Policies In Force: -



- 119 -

(Figure 34 continued)

6. Flood Characteristics

(a) For 100 Year Flood

Insurance Zone Number

Base Flood Elevation

Approximate Depth of
Flooding Above Grade (indicate range
if applicable)

(b) For Event Triggering Eligibility

If Coastal flooding, indicate if
/7  non-wave action, or

//  wave action

//  Standard Over Bank

/7  flash flooding
/7 Backwater

Describe flood characteristics

Comments:

depth (above grade)

velocity

duration

flooding warning time

flood frequency (estimate
from best available
information)

l If riverine flooding, indicate if
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(Figure 34 continued)

(c) Other

Flooding: (check one) mapped //; proposed //: probable /7

~l

Existing Flood Control: // Yes No

I~ I
~J

Proposed: /7 Yes No

Comments: (If yes, explain)

Number of Potential Project Structures:

Estimate of Average Property Market Value: $

Range of Property Values: $ -$

Property Descriptions (i.e., number of levels, basement, foundation typé,
approximate height(s) of first floor above grade, approximate age,

condition, lot size)}:

/7 Wood /7 One Family // Rental // Primary Residence
/7 Brick // TwoFamily //  Home Ownership

(indicate # of structures in each category)
(use boxes for all factors in #7)
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(Figure 34 continued)

List Number of Structures Under Appropriate Category

Permit Denial
Substantially Damaged
Repetitive Flooding

Number of of Candidate Structures Currently
Repaired:

Unrepaired:

NENEN

Partially Repaired:
Reuse Potential of Acquired Land:
{(a) Are the majority of parcels contiguous?
E Yes _/'_—/ No

I1f not, explain,

Probable Criteria Under Which Structures Will Qualify:

NIIR

(b) What are the likely potential uses?

Probable Receptivity of Program (if known):
High
Community /7

Affected Individuals A

NN
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(Figure 34 continued)

Explain: (include if community would be willing to provide

ocoordination, manpower of funds)

12. Indicate if and how community meets (or might meet) the following factors:
(a) Community has plan for post-disaster recovery which includes

acquisition and relocation.

(b) Commnity has om~going relocation plans or programs or 1362 might be

a logical continuation of a previous relocation project.

(c) There is potential for significant savings in flood insurance,

disaster relief and other monetary savings, as compared to program

costs (estimates only).
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(Figure 34 continued)

(d) There is potential for significant avoidance of future personal

injury and loss of life.

(e) Significant environmental improvement will result from the

acguisition progranm.

13. Would any of the following mitigation alternatives be more practicable
or as practicable as acquisiticn? Briefly explain, if possible, whether
or not the alternative could apply.

// Elevation

Floodproofing:

// Dry Floodproofing

/7 Wet Floodproofing

/7 Temporary or permanent closures
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(Figure 34 continued)

/7 Walls or levees

___/ / Repairs with water resistant materials

Remarks:

Can the project be separated into logical phrases?

(This might be necessary where a project could potentially account for a
large percentage of the 1362 funds available). Indicate nature of project
phasing (i.e., Justification, number of properties involved, approximate

cost of each phase).

Describe the social characteristics of the project area (i.e., project
neighborhood services, quality of infra-structure, general age of impacted

community, approximate income range, any unique characteristics, etc.)

Indicate any comments you feel would further justify selection of this

project.

Name:

Title:

Regional Office:

Date:
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POST-FLOOD RECOVERY AND HAZARD MITIGATION

NEED FOR A POST-FLOOD RECOVERY AND HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN .

Historically, development in coastal flood hazard areas has occurred with fewer
controls on the location and type of construction than exist today. Consequently,
some of the existing development is in areas that state and local governménts
would now prefer to have undeveloped -~ areas that could serve functions of

public recreation, open space, and protection of valuable natural resources

such as fish and wildlife habitat. Other development has occurred that does
not meet today's construction standards for public health and safety or that

does not make efficient use of scarce coastal resources.

Some of this unguided development has occurred in areas or in a manner that make
it susceptible to severe damage from flooding and erosion caused by major hurri-
canes and northeasters. Although Connecticut has been fortunate that few major
storms have hit the Connecticut shore in recent years, inevitably they will

occur.

What will be state and local reactions when the next instance of severe flooding
and erosion devastates portions of one or more Connecticut coastal communities?

Will Property owners be allowed to rebuild to the pre-flood condition? rebuild

to more stringent construction standards? not be allowed to rebuild at all?

rebuild with a different development pattern?

Answers are not readily available. In response to inquiries made during this
study, local officials indicated they did not know what the official town posi-
tion would be. Although expressed in different ways, their responses generally
indicated that a case-by-case decision would be made based on existing building
codes, zoning regulations, floodplain management ordinances and other applicable
regulations. Some officials expressed personal views that some areas should not
be allowed to be rebuilt, others should be acquired by the municipality for
recreation or open space purposes, and still others should be converted to dif-
ferent uses. Sometimes officials were able to express what they considered to
be a general view of town officials. Occasionally, the town plan of development
identified specific areas that should be converted to another use or acquired

for open space or recreation purposes.
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None of the towns have specifically addressed the issue of post-flood recovery
and hazard mitigation. Neither general policies nor specific plans exist to
guide town actions in the difficult period immediately following a major flood

disaster.

Failure to plan ahead for post-disaster actions is not unusual: nationwide, few
communities have been properly prepared for disasters when they struck. Most
commonly, pre-disaster planning is limited to some type of flood warning and
evacuation plan. Only communities that‘have recently experienced several damaging
floods -- and are especially attuned to the possibility of still greater flooding

-- seem motivated to develop some type of post-flood action plan.

Even though few communities throughout the country have undertaken pre-disaster
planning, professionals in the field of flood hazard mitigation increasingly are
pointing out the advantages of doing so. In response, government agencies that
provide post-disaster financial and technical assistance have been attempting to
promote hazard mitigation as a part of post-flood recovery actions instead of
focusing exclusively on returning the community to pre-flood conditions and

recreating the same flood risk.

Efforts at post-flood hazard mitigation have so far met with only limited success.
There are many reasons for this limited success, but one prominent cause is that
following major floods communities are not prepared to make the decisions and
take the actions necessary to implement hazard mitigation actions. Often the
decisions and actions are politically difficult. 1In the aftermath of a major
diéaster, and with no prior consideration having been given to the issues, the
emotional atmosphere often leads to decisions that favor short-term interests,
especially of affected residents and businesses (i.e., return to pre-flood con-
ditions) rather than long-term interests (i.e., hazard mitigation). Rebuilding
is frequently permitted in areas subject to flood damage, and variances to local
building codes and other regulations are commonly permitted in an attempt to

reduce the economic hardship on individuals.

Communities with a known major flood risk would be well-served to examine the
degree and nature of that risk and to make at least tentative plans for what to

do in the event of a major flood disaster (i.e., preparation of a post-flood
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recovery and hazard mitigation plan). Almost all coastal communities in

Connecticut would benefit from such an effort.

One of the major advantages to a municipality of preparing a post-flood recovery
and hazard mitigation plan is that it allows the community to turn a disastrous
situation into a unique opportunity for positive changes. It may also lessen

the trauma associated with the disaster because community officials and affected

residents will be better prepared to deal with the many decisions and actions

that will be forced on them.

A mechanism already exists by which Connecticut coastal communities could under-

‘take this type of planning effort: the municipal coastal program. Although CAM

does not require development of a post-flood recovery plan as part of a municipal
coastal program, a contingency recovery plan could easily be incorporated into a
community's initial municipal coastal plan or added as an amendment once the
initial plan has been completed. CAM could provide communities with guidance on
how to develop a post-flood recovery and redevelopment plan. The following sec-
tion provides suggestions on the types of issues that should be considered in

the development of a post-flood recovery and hazard mitigation plan.

CONSIDERATIONS IN DEVELOPING A POST-FLOOD RECOVERY AND HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

A. Basic Considerations

Any post-flood recovery and hazard mitigation plan should be prepared

with the following points in mind:

o To what extent does the municipality wish to bring nonconforming
uses into conformance with existing plans and regulations?

o Under what circumstances should they be brought‘into conformance?

o What is the desired level of protection from flooding (and other
health and safety hazards) that the municipality wishes to provide

for future property owners and residents?

B. Identification of Areas Subject to Flooding
The first step toward preparation of a post-flood recovery plan is to
inventory those areas within the coastal zone that are subject to
flooding. Communities should also identify those areas that are sub-

ject to wave impact in addition to tidal or river flooding. Existing
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FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps and Flood Boundary and floodway Maps will
provide the‘starting ?oint for this effort. However, these maps should
be reviewed for accuracy in light of known local conditions or changes
that may have occurred since the maps were prepared -- both physical

changes and changes in data availability.

For example, the Flood Insurance Rate Maps for Guilford and Madison show
different one percent tidal flood (base flood) elevations: 11 feet in
Madison and 12 feet in Guilford. As a result, adjacent areas such as
Grass Island in Guilford and Circle Beach in Madison are subject to dif-
ferent regulatory requirements. These communities should consult with
CT DEP, Water Resources Unit and the Federal Emergency Management Agency

to try and resolve this discrepancy.

Determination of the Degree of Flooding

Once areas subject to flooding have been identified, the next step is to
estimate the degree of risk within these areas. Not all areas identified
as subject to flooding from the one percent flood are subject to the same

degree of risk.

In areas not subject to wave impact, the degree of flood risk relates pri-
marily to the site elevation. Some areas may be subject to a flooding

from a ten percent (1l0-year) flood, others only from a two percent (50-year)
flood, and others only from the one percent (100-year) flood. The elevation
of flood waters during a ten percent and two percent flood can usually be
determined from the FIRM, even though only the level of the one percent
flood is shown directly on the map. Many Connecticut coastal communities
do not have the detailed topographic information needed to determine areas
subject to different flood levels. During this study, for example, the
contractor was unable to obtain detailed topographic information (2-foot
contour intervals) in Stratford, Guilford, Madison, Clinton, 014 Saybrook,
and 0l1d Lyme. Detailed topographic information is basic to floodplain
management and most other land use planning and should be developed by all

communities.

The degree of flood risk in V-zones is more difficult to determine. 1In
addition to the site elevation, obstructions -- both natural and man-made --

affect the height of waves and how far inland they extend. The wave crest
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elevation at locations within the V-zone cannot be determined from current

FIRM's. These maps provide only the stillwater elevation and cover areas

subject to the greatest wave impact (at least a three-foot wave). FEMA is

currently preparing revised maps that will indicate the expected wave crest

elevation in V-zones from a one percent flood, but only a few preliminary

maps have so far been prepared for Connecticut coastal communities. 1In the

absence of revised maps, communities may use a simplified methodology (used
in this study) prepared by FEMA -- Field Manual For Estimating Wave Heights
In Coastal High'Hazard Areas In Atlantic And Gulf Coast Regions, March 198l.

Identification of Developed Areas within Coastal Flood Hazard Areas

All developed areas within the coastal flood hazard area that might be con-

sidered for redevelopment or hazard mitigation actions should be identified.

1.

All development that can reasonébly be expected to sustain substantial
damage during a one percent flood. FEMA and many states and communi-
ties use 50 percent of the market value of a stiucture as the criterion
for substantial improvement that triggers many regulatory requirements.
A few communities have established more restrictive definitions of sub-

stantial improvement.

All development that would be prohibited under existing codes, regula-
tions and ordinances or that would require a substantial increase in
reconstruction costs in order to meet current code requirements, or
that would require variances to be rebuilt to the same use or con-
struction standards. 1In Old Lyme the Zoning Enforcement Officer haé
prohibited rebuilding in the V-zone of some structures requiring sub-
stantial improvement on the basis that an on-site sewage system cannot
be properly floodproofed in a wave impact zone. In Milford, the
Planning and Zoning Office has required property owners requesting a
substantial improvement to their home to incur considerable additional

costs for elevation and floodproofing.

All development that could help meet current or future community needs
for public recreation or open space. For example, Clinton officials
have expressed a desire to expand the existing public beach, to add
parking in the Clinton Beach area, and to develop a public beach in the

Harborview section.
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4. All development that the town would prefer to see in some other type
of development, e.g., water-dependent rather than nonwater-dependent,
conversion of substandard housing to better housing. As part of the
development of a municipal coastal program, Norwalk has established a
Citizens Advisory Committee that is currently identifying coastal areas

that they consider incompatible with existing zoning.

5. Any areas that the state of Connecticut has formally expressed an inter-
est in for recreation, wildlife, or other purpose. Under the Natural
Heritage Program, DEP is currently identifying areas that it would like

to acquire such ‘as Long Beach, Stratford, and the Norwalk Islands.

6. Areas where public road§ and other infrastructure and utilities are
subject to periodic damages and require unusual expenditures to main-
tain. Several Connecticut coastal towns acknowledged incurring extra
costs for frequent road repairs and sand removal, but did not keep

records of the additional expense involved.

7. Areas where there may be risk of injury or loss of life to residents in
the event of a major storm, including areas from which evacuation would
be difficult. Islands, such as Cedar Island in Clinton, would pose a
significant evacuation problem if residents failed to heed early warn-
ings. Other areas such as Harborview in Norwalk and Milford Point and
Cedar Beach in Milford provide risks because access roads into the

areas can become flooded before maximum flood levels are reached.

Determine Desired Uses in Each of These Areas
The community should determine the most desirable use for each of the areas

identified in the previous step.

1. Areas where a different use is desired.
2. Areas where the same use is desired, but with higher standards of
construction.

3. Areas where open space or recreation uses are desired.

Determine Community Options for Attaining These Desired Uses
1. Might some areas be acquired by the community? If so, what sources of

funding could be sought? Possibilities include:
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a. Town funds: © Annual Operating Funds (Guilford recently allocated
$100,000 to acquire a parcel of land that became
available adjacent to an existing town beach at

White Sands).
© Bond Issue

o Special Capital Furid (Norwalk makes afinual conttibutions
to a'special*fﬁhd'intended to eventually be used for

purchase of one or more of the Norwalk Islands).

b. State funds: Parks and Recreation (state matching funds to federal

Land and Water Conservation funds).

c. Federal funds: Section 1362, Land and Water Conservation funds.

2. Could existing regulations be strictly enforced, and hardship

variances be given only in limited cases?

3. Do existing regulations need to be strengthened and new requirements

added: Some possibilities are:

a. Establishment of a set-back line; e.g., no construction of

permanent dwellings on or seaward of the primary dune line.

b. Estabiishment of more stringent requirements concerning ele-
vation of structures above the one percent flood levels;
e.g., at least 1 foot above the stillwater level in A-zones
and at least 1 foot above the wave crest level in V-zones,

to provide a margin of safety.

c. Strengthening of structural requirements through amendments
to the building code; e.g., adoption of specific standards

for tie-downs, bracing, break-away walls, etc.

d. Strengthening of standards for onsite sewage disposal, with
specific reference to beaches and wetlands. For example,
01d Lyme currently refuses to issue new permits for onsite
septic systems in V-zones because it feels that the system
cannot be adequately floodproofed against the effect of
waves. The Soil Conservation Service does not give beach

scils a capability rating for any type of development,
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stating that "Beaches are poorly suited for most uses other
than recreation...”, and states that the Westbrook soil series
found in tidal wetlands is generally unsuitable for develop-
ment without considerable fill because of the high water
tables and flooding.

General Policy and Guidance
Develop a general set of policies and guidelines that articulate the

town's preferred policy for rebuilding following a disaster.

Adopt Plans
Once the desired changes have been identified, appropriate public meetings
should be held and other legal reguirements complied with, and the re-

sulting plans and policies adopted as amendments to:
. Town Plan of Development
. Zoning regulations and zoning map
. Building ccde

1

2

3

4, Subdivision regulations

5. Floodplain management ordinance
6

. Other necessary town documents

Identification of Responsibilities

Since any time when this post-flood recovery plan will be implemented will
be a difficult one, the community may wish to establish special procedures
for what each town department should do following the disaster. Speci31
procedures can help prevent conflicting actions on the part of different
departments. Special task forces to deal with the program of post-flood

recovery can also be provided for.

Rebuilding Moratorium

To provide time for the orderly implementation of the post-flood recovery
plan, a community may wish to provide for automatic adoption of a temporary
rebuilding moratorium during the initial recovery period. Such a moratorium
could last about one to six months and prohibit all building and rebuilding
except for temporary and emergency repairs. This time period would also

give the community an opportunity to update and modify the post-flood recovery
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and hazard mitigation plan if needed to reflect changes that may have oc-
curred since it was originally acdopted. Post-flood moratoria have been

successfully adopted in other parts of the country.

Encourage Purchase of Flood Insurance

In communities with floodable areas, the entire community benefits if
residents, including tenants in floodprone areas, are adequately covered

by flood insurance:

o Residents face less financial hardship
o Fewer community resources will be needed to assist flood victims

o Flood insurance may make other assistance available, such as
Section 1362 funds.

Accordingly, the community should take appropriate actions to promote the

purchase of flood insurance by all floodplain residents and property-

owners.

Notification to Property Owners
Property owners and tenants should be notified concerning the probably
effect implementation of the post-flood recovery and hazard mitigation

plan will have on their property following a major flood.

- Implementation

Determine what events will trigger implementation of the post-flood

recovery and hazard mitigation plan. Options include:

o A presidential disaster declaration

o A Small Business Administration disaster declaration

0 Request by the Governor for a disaster declaration

o Request by the chief elected municipal officials for a disaster
declaration

o A designated minimum number or percentage of identified properties
receiving substantial damage

o Applies to any property that 1is damaged; i.e., continuous implemen-
tation

o Should the post-flood recovery and hazard mitigation plan apply to

structures damaged from other causes such as wind and fire?
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY offers flood viciims the opportunfty to sepatr on the average, constituted at
MANAGEMENT AGENCY break the cycle of damage and costly Jeast 28 percent of the value of the
recovery from flooding Acquisition of structure. In addition, under Section
S4CFR Part 77 such p;iaz:lny uuyh be thu: moult efficient, me). s l};:o :ll!.y bde eligible for
econo or perhaps the only means ase If it bas sulfered damages from
[Docket No. FEMA F1A-77] of reducing tf;:::n flood damage W a single casualty.of any nature :fuc:n that
certain existing structurea. a statute, ordinance, or regulation
::_uwc":':’;“ ot Flood Damaged Research performed for the Federal  precludes Its repair or restoration or
Insurance Administration (FIA) betwsen  permits repair or restorstion only at a
AQENCY: Federal Insurance 1977 and 1970 has examined the mﬂaﬂy increased construction
Adninistration, FEMA. potentia! scope of & flooded property cost.
Acnox Interim Rule. gu.rchlu program. its costs, potential An additional provision was added to

SUMMARY: This rule implements Section
1362 of Pub. L. 90-448 as amended.
which provides for the acquisition of
flood damaged structures [buildings)
along with the associsted land. meeting
certain criteria, and transfer of title to
this real property to a local or state
government for management.
EFFECTIVE DATL: The effective date of
this rule is July 28, 1980. Comment due
date: On or before September 1, 1960.
ADORESS: Send comments to Rules
Docket Clerk, Office of the General
Counsel, Federal Emergency
Mansgement Agency. Room 802, 1725 1
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20472
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Richard W. Krimm. Assistant
Administrator, Office of Natural
Hazards Reduction and Evaluation,
Federa! Insurance Administration,
Federal Emergency Management
Agency. 1725 | Street. NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20472, Phome: (202}
755-5581.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION L&
creating the Nationa! Fleod Innurance
Act of 1958, Congress stated that "A
program of Flood Insurance can promots
the public interest by providing
appropriate protection against the parf
of flood losses and encouraging sound
land use by minimizing the exposure of
property to flood losses” (42 USC 4001,
Section 1302(e)(1)). Ln seeking to
minimize this exposure, emphasis has
previously been directed toward )
measures regulating new construction in
flood hazard areas. Severa! provisions,
however, address reduction of flood
losses to existing property.

One of these provisions, Section 1362
of Pub. L. 90448, as amended. provides
the Director of FEMA with the authority
to negotiate for the purchase and
subsequent transfer to a state or local
government of flood damaged. improved
real property under certain conditions.
Acquisition of flood damaged. improved
real property not only reduces flood
losses to properties built prior to the
adoption of adequate flood plain
management measures. but it also
reduces future federal costs for disaster

relief and flood insurance subsidies, and

enefits, relationship to other disaster
related assistance programs and ita
social, environmental and economic
impact on individyals and communitiss
{Evaluation of Alternative Means of
Implementing Section 1362 of the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1078,
Draft. March 1880). This research bas
found that acquisition of certain flood
damaged structures can make &
significant contribution to Federal Bood
damage reduction policies and will
produce s wide range of benefits when
compared to costs of the program. It can
also be a significant tool in helping
communities implement comprehenaive
bazard mitigation strategies.

During fiscal year 1980, FIA's initial
year.of implementation of a flooded
proparty purchase program under
Section 1362, the program will be
regarded as & demonstration program.
F1A will examine the impacts of
:;guinition u.ndekr 8 wgle range &f social

geographical conditions to the
axtea! possibla. Guidelines for
implementing the program will be
published s 8 Notice. These Guidelines
will set forth more specific acquisition
criteria, priorities, and steps for program
tmplemanta tion.

Public camment will be welcomed
throughout fiscal year 1980 to this Rule
and to the Guidelines to be published
separately. At the end of fiscal year
1880, based on comments received and
evaluations of program impacts, formal
program rules will be proposed.

Pub. L. 90448, the National Flood
Insurance Act of 1968, included. at
Section 1362. authority for FIA to
negotiate for the purchase of flood
damaged improved real property under
certain conditions. Included in the
conditions were requirements that
structures be Jocated in a flood risk
area, be covered by flood insurance, and
be damaged substantislly beyond repair
while so covered. The 1877 amendments
to the Nationa! Flood Insurance Act of
1968 expanded Section 1382 to incinde
several new criteria. Under one
criterion, Section 1362(a)(3). a property
may be eligible if it bas incurred
significant flood damage on not less
than three previous occasions over five
years, and on each occasion the cast of

Section 1382 in 1977 allowing low
interest loans for elevating structures
located in Noodways. Lmplementation of
this provision, Section 1382(c), will be
withheld during fiscal year 1080 for
further considerstion.

This program has been determined not
to be a major federal action having
significant environmental impact. This
fin is on file with the Rules Docket
Clerk for public inspection,

The program number in the Catalog of
Daomestic Assistance is 83.104. The
program is subject to OMB Circular A-
95. Accordingly, ¢ new Part 77 of Title 44
of the Code of Federal Regulations is
edded as follows:

PART 77—Acquisition of Flood
Damaged Structures

Gensre! Provisions

e

77.1 Definitions.

- 772 Criteria for acquisition.

Autharity: Nationa] Flood Insurence Act of
1988 (Title X1I} of Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968). effgctive January
28 1988 (33 FR 17804, November 28, 1988}, a0
amended. 42 U.S.C. 40014129 Reorganization
Plas No. 3 of 1978 (43 FR 41943} and Executive
Order 12127, dated March 31, 1078 (44 FR
18387); and delegation of authority to Federal
Insurance Administrator )

Cenarsl Provisions

3 71.4 Definitions.

(a) Definitions found in Section $8.1 of
this subchapter are applicable to this
section.

{b) Furthermore, the following
definitions are established:

Domaged Substantially Beyond
Repair—geans where (2] damages to
the improved real property are such that
as a condition of repair as imposed by a
stata or local government. the structure
must be elevated or floodproofed 1o or
above the 100-year flood elevation, or
{b) damages to the improved real
property equals or exceed 50 percent of
the structure’s fair market or actua! cash
valus, whichever is less, or (¢) whers
damages to the improved rea] property
are puch that repair is physically

lu;onible or infeasible.
lood Résk Areo—See definition for
Speaial Hozard Area in Section 58.1, or
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other area subject to flooding as
determined by the Administrator.

Significantly Increased Contruction
Cost—occurs when a specific State or
local statute. ordinance. or code requires
that improvements be made to a
structure as a condition of the repair of
dameges sustained, such that the actual
cos! of repair would be greater by 25
percent than the cost which would be
required {or repair of the damages only.

Sound Lond Monagement and Use—
The process wherein the governmental
body responsible for land use regulation
in a politica] jurisdiction plans and
regulates the use of land within its
jurisdiction in order 10 promote the
reduction of property exposure to flood
hazard and the protection of
environmental values of flood plains.
Sound use of land acquired by FEMA
and tvansferred to local goernments
pursuant to Section 1362 of Pub. L. 85~
128 is use for primarily open space and
recreations) purposes to minimize
potential for any future flood damage,
with @ general prohibition of enclosed
structures unless functionally dependent
for some recres:ional or open space use.
The criteria set forth in paragraph d{i-
iv). below and restrictions to be placed
in deeds used 1o convey title to real
property from the Federa! Government
1o local governmente will set forth more
specific requirements to be used in
determining what constitutes sound
Lend Management and Use for
individual land parcels.

y 772 Criteria for scquisition.

{a) The objeclives of the Flooded
Property Purchase Program under the
Nationa)] Flood Insurance Program are:

(1) To reduce Future flood insurance
ond disaster assistance costs by
removing repetitively and/or
substantially damaged structures from
flood risk areas:

{2} to provide an opportunity for

" owners of repetitively and substantislly

dameged structures to be permanently
removed from flood risk areas. and to
reduce risk to life from flooding: end

{3) to complement Federal, State and
loca! efforts to restore flood plain
values, protect the environment and
provide recreational and open space
resources.

(b) The Administrator will, when he or
she deems it to be in the public interest,
enter into negotiation with property
owners whose improved rea! property
has been damaged by flooding for the
purpose of purchasing such buildings

-and associsted land or lot for transfer

by sale. lease, or donation to a
community when the following
conditions are met:

(1) The property must be located in a
d risk area as determined by the
Administrator;

(2) The property must have been
covered by a flood insurance policy
under the National Flood Insurance
Program at the time damage took place.

(3) The building, while covered gy
flood insurance under the Nationa!
Flood Insurance program. must have
been dameged substantially beyond
repair or must bave been damaged not
less than three previous times during the
preceding five year period, esch time the
cost of repeir equalling 25 percent or
more of the structure’s value, or must
bave been damaged from a single
casuslty of any nature so that a statyte,
ordinance or regulation precludes its -
repair or restoration or permits repair or
restoration only at significantly
increased cost.

(4) A staie or local community must
enter into an agreement suthorized by
ordinance or legally binding resolution
to take title to and manage the property
in & manner consistent with sound land
managmen! use as determined by the
Administrator.

(5) The community must agree to
remave without eost to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). by demolition. relocation,
donstion or sale any damaged structures
to which the community accepts title
from FEMA. provided the Administrator
may, when it is in the public interest to
do s0, agree 10 assume 8 part or all of
the cost of such removal.

{c) Tite to the real property acquired
by FEMA shall be conveyed to local
communities subject to specific
restrictive covenants, conditions and
agreements which will run with the land
and be binding on subsequent
successors, grantees and assigns. These
restrictive covenants, conditions and
agreements will be recited in the deed a
community receives from FEMA end the
community shall join in the execution of
the deed.

{(d) The geners! criteria from which
specific deed restrictions will be
developed may include, among other

s, that:

(1) the land must be dedicated in
pe:gehu’ty for open space purposes, or
such other purposes as the
Administrator may agree are consistent
with the objectives set forth in § 77.2
(0){1-3] sbove; that the community shall
faithfully manage the land for its
dedicated purposes; that the community
sball not erect or permit fo be erected
and structures or other improvements on
the land unless such structures are,
except for restrooms, open on al! sides
and functionally related to a designated
oped space use without the prior

approval in writing of the Administrator;
and that the community shall not permit
any use which will create a threat to
Buman life from flooding.

{2) in general. sllowable open space
uses include parks for outdoor
secreational activities, nature reserves,
cultivation, grazing, camping {except
where adequate warning time is not
available 10 allow evacuation).
temporary storage in the open of
wheeled vehicles which are easily
movable (except mobile homes).
unimproved parking lots, buffer zones.
ot open space areas tha! are part of
Planned Unit Developments (PUD's).
Structures functionally related to these
uses are open-sided picnic end camping
facilities. kiosks and refreshment stands
ot nonhabitable, elevated or
floodproofed service structures
s#socisted with 8 warine.

{3) The rights to enforce the restrictive
covenants shall be assigned to the
Federa! Insurance Administrator as
assignee, together with a declaration
that any future violation of the
restrictive covenants or sgreements,
delivered in writing to the Chief
Executive Officer within thirty [30) days
from the date the Administrat. : receives
sctual notice of the violation, shall be
deemed, ot the Administrator's option,
to :cuu & reversion of title to FEMA,
an

{4) The property shall be transfesred
subject {0 zoning and building laws and
ordinances; easements, agreements,
reservations, covenants and restriction
of record: any state of facts ap sccurate
survey might show; encroachments and
variations from the record lines of
hedges, retaining walls, sidewalks and
fences;

(e} Any structures, as described at

agraph (d)(2) of this section. and
E:;It in accordence with the deed
restrictions shall be floodprocicd or
elevaied to withstand the efects of the
8§00 year or .02 percent chance flood.

(D) Appraisals for the determination of
compensation for flood damaged real
property will be undertaken in
conformance with the “Uniform
Appraisal Standards for Federal Land
Acquisitions” published by the Inter-
sgency Land Acquisition Conference,
GPO (1673). Appraisals will reflect the
sdjusted (for time) pre.damage fair
market value (FMV) of the structure and
land to the extent that this FMV may
have been reduced or depressed in the
open market as s result of flooding.
Actua! compensation of FMV will be
inclusive of any flood insurance claim
payments made of to be made es s
result of the most recent flood event 10
the dexten! that repairs bave not yet been
made.
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(g) Agreemen to sefl real property on
the part of owners will be completely
voluntary. No property owners will be

_required to sell their properties under
Section 1382.

(h) Relocation assistunce under the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act (42
U.S.C. 4001 et seq.} Is not available to
property owners who sell their
properties under Section 1362

(Nationa! Mlood Iosurance Act of 1968
{Title XIU of Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968}, effective January
28. 1969 (33 FR 17804. November 28 1868). ;3
amended. 42 U.S.C. 4001-4128;
Reorganizetion Plan No. 3 of 1978 (83 FR
41943) snd Executive Order 12127 dawed
March 31, 1979 (¢4 FR 19967}, and delegation
of authority to Federal lnsuraace
Administrator).

Issued at Washington. D.C July 18. 1088
Glorla M. Jimenex,

Federa! Insurance Administrotor.
[FR Doc 80-2257 Filed 7-25-40 & an2)
SULING CODE §710-0-8
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY Research performed for FIA between  precludes its repair or sestoration or
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 1977 and 1079 has examined the permits repair or restorstion only at
Guidelines on Property Acquisition potential acope of a flooded property significantly increased construction
Under Section 1362 urchase program, its costs, potentis) cost.

nefits, relationship to other disaster An sdditions! provision was added to

PART (=—INTRODUCTION related assistance programs and its Section 1362 in 1977 allowing low
PART =GENERAL PROVISIONS social, environmental and economic interes! loans for elevating structures
SUBPART A—GENERAL impact on individuals and communities  located in floodways. Implementation of

Sec.
ll.1 Definitions.
.2 Description of program.

Subpert B—Eligibility Requirements

U.3 Purpose of subpart.

U4 Determination of eligibility—general

U.S Selection of eligible communities.

.8 Community commitments upon which
negotiation with real property owners is
predicated

N.7 Selection of eligible property owners
once the community is fully qualified
ander sections U 4. Sand 8.

PART Ul--APPRAISAL VALUATION OF

REAL PROPERTY AND NEGOTIATION
PROCEDURES

Sec

ll1 Appraisal.

111.2 Valuation of rea! property.
111.3  Negotiation procedures.

PART IV=SETTLEMENT AND CLOSING

Sec.
V.1 Settlement and closing
Part J=-Introduction

In creating the Nationa! Flood
Insurance Act of 1968, Congress stated
that “A program of Flood Insurance cen
promote the public interest by providing
sppropriate protection against the peril
of flood losses and encouraging sound

- land use by minimizing the exposure of

property to flood losses (42 USC 4001,
pee 1302(c)(1)). In leekini o minimize
this exposure, emphasis has previously
been directed toward measures
regulating new construction in flood
hazard areas. Several provisions,
however, sddress reduction of flood
losses to existing propesty.

One of these provisions, Section 1362
of Pub. L. 80448, as amended, provides
the Director of FEMA with the authority
to negotiate for the purchase and
subsequent transfer to a State or local
government of damaged (usually by
flood). improved real property under
certain conditions. Acquisition of flood
damaged real property not only reduces
flood losses to properties built prior to
the adoption of adequate flood plain
management measures, but it also
reduces future federal costs for disaster
relief and flood insurance subsidies and
offers flood victims the opportunity to
break the cycle of damage snd costly
recovery from flooding. Acquisition of
such property may be the most efTicient,
economical, and perbaps, the only
means of reducing future flood damage
10 ceriain existing buildings.

{"Evalustion of Allernative Means of
Implementing Section 1362 of the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968,"
Draft, March 1980). This research has
found that acquisition of certain flood
damaged buildings can make a
significent contribution to federal flood
damage reduction policies and will
produce & wide range of benefits when
compared to the costa of the program. It
can also be a significant tool in belping
communities to implement
comprehensive hazard mitigation
strategies.

Inasmuch as fiscal year 1080 is F1A's
initial year of implementation of Section
1362 the program will be regarded as a
demonstration project. The procedures
set forth in these guidelines will provide
specific acquisition criteria, priorities,
and steps for program implementation.
F1A will examine the impacts of
acquisition ander s wide range of social
and geographical conditions.

F1A initially published Section 1362
statutory criteria ip the form of an
Interim Rule.

Public comment will be welcomed
throughout fisce! year 1980 10 the Rule
and to this Notice of Guidelines. At the
end of fisca! year 1880, on September 30,
1880, based oo comments received and
evalustion uf program impacts, final
program rules and regulalions will be
proposed.

As additional background Pub. L. 80-
448, the Natiopa] Flood Insurance Act of
1968, included, at Section 1362, sutharity
for F1A to negotiate for the purchase of
flood damaged improved real property
under certain conditions. These
conditions included that structures be
Jocated in a Rood risk area. be covered
by flood insurance, and be damaged
substantially beyond repajr while so
covered. The 1077 amendments to the .
“National Flood Insurance Program”
expanded Section 1382 o include
severs! new criteris. Under one criterion
(Section 1362(a)(3)}, a properly may be
eligible if it has incurred significant
filood damage on not less then three
privious occasions over s five year
period, and oo each occasion the cost of
repair, on the sverage, constituted at
least 25 percent of the value of the
structure. In addition under 1362(b),
structures may be eligible for purchase
thet have been damaged from a single
casualty of any nature such that 2
statute, ordinance, or regulation

this provision, Section 1362(c), will be
withheld during fiscal year 1880 for
further consideration.

- This program bas been determined aot

to be & major federal action having
significant environmesta! impact. This
finding is on file with the Rules Docket
Clerk for public inspection.

Part [l—Cenara! Provisions
Subpart A~Ceneral
Section IL1 Definitions

As used in these guidelines:
*Administrator” (same as in 44 CFR

1).

“Actuol Cosh Veolue” means the
replacement cost of a structure reduced
by an amount for depreciation.

“Building™ (same as “structure™).

“Coasto! High Hazord Area” (same as
in ¢4 CFR 88.1). .

“Community” {same as in ¢4 CFR

1). :

“Damoged Substantiolly Beyond
Repair’ means where (a) damages to the
improved resl property are such that as
a condition of repair as imposed by a
State or local government, the structure
must be elevated or floodproofed to or
above the 300-year flood elevation, or
{b) damages to the improved rea!
property equals or exceed 50 percent of
the structure’s fair market or actual cash
value, whichever is less, or {c) where
damages to the improved real property
are such that repair is physically
impossible or infeasible.

“Fair Market Volue” (FMV) means
the amount an owner would be willing.
but not obliged to accept. and a buyer
would be willing. but not compelled to
pay. Itis an estimate of what is fair,
economic, fust and equitable value
under normal local market conditions
and is arrived a! by a consideration of
prior sales of the %mperty being
acquired, reasonably recent and not
forced, including sales occurring several
years before acquisition. Absent
transactions involving the property
itself. sales of comparsble properties
conducted at arms length are 1o be
considered. Establishment of FMV by
other means (e.g.. capitalization of
income, replacement cost less
depreciation) may be resorted to should
there be no basis for using past sales of
the subject property or comparable
properties as elements in arriving 8!
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“FEMA" means the Federal
Emergency Management Agency.

“FIA" means the Federal Insurance
Administration. )

“Flood” (same as in ¢4 CFR 59.1).

*Flood Hozard Boundary Map™{same
as in 44 CFR 59.1).

“Flood Insurance™ (same as in 44 CFR

- 59.1).

“Flood Insurence Rote Map™ (same a3
in &4 CFR 50.1).

“Floodproofing” (same as in 44 CFR

1

$9.1). .

“Flood Risk Area” (same as “Special
Hazard Ares” in 44 CFR 59.1): or other
subject to flooding as determined by the
Administrator,

“Floodway’ (same as "Regulatory
Floodway” in 44 CFR § 59.1).

“Significantly Incregsed Construction
Cos!t" occurs when a specific State or
local statute, ordinance, or code requires
that improvements be made to a
slructure as & condition of the repair of
damages sustained, such thal the actual
cost of repair would be greater by 25
percent than the cost which would be.
required [or repair of the damages only.

“Sound Land Manogement and Use”
means the process wherein the
government body respc.sible for land
use regulation in a political jurisdiction
plans and regulates the use of land
within its jurisdiction in order to
promote the reduction of property
exposure to flood hazards and the
protection of environmental values of
flood plains. Sound use of land acquired
by FEMA and transferred to local
governments pursuant 1o Section 1362 of
Pub. L. 95-128 presupposes use for
primarily open space and recreational
purposes {o minimize potential for any
future flood damage, with a general
prohibition of enclosed structures unless
such structures are, ex~ept for
restrooms, open 8ll sides and
functionally dependen. for some open
space use.

“State” (same as in 44 CFR 59.1).

“Structure” means a walled and
roofed building. other than a gas or
liquid storage tank. that is principally
above ground and affixed to a
permanent site. as well as a mobile
home on foundation. The term includes
a building while in the course of
construction, alteration or repair, but
does not include building materials or
supplies intended for use in such
construction, alteration or repair.

*100 Yeor Flood” {same as "hase
flood"” in 44 CFR 59.1).

Section IL2 Description of Progrom

(a) Section 1362 provides FEMA with
the authority to acquire flood-damaged.
improved real property and such
property damaged by other casualty for

transfer to & community subject to a
number of restrictions. Three general
conditions must be met for real property
to be considered eligible for scquisition
under Section 1362

(1) The property must be located in a
ﬂo;d risk area, 83 determined by FEMA:
an

{2] The property must be covered by
flood insurance undet the NFIP; and

{3) The property must meet any one of
the following damage criteria:

(i} Property that has been damaged
“substantially beyond repair by flood
while covered under the NFIP;

(ii) Property that has incurred
significant lood damage on not less
than three previous occasions while
covered under the NFIP under a five
year period: and on each occasion the
cost of repair. on the average. wes at
leas! 25 percent of the value of the
structure; ot

{iii) Property, while covered under the
NFIP, that has sustained deamage from a
“single casualty of any nature" so that a
statute, ordinance or regulation
precludes its repair or restoration or
permits repair or restoration only at
significantly increased cost

{b) improved real property will only
be acquired through voluntary sale and
not through any eminent domain or
condemnation proceeding. Thus, no
property owners will be required to sell
their properties under Section 1362.
Subsequent use will be for open apace
and not for any purpose involving &
construction project.

{c) A community must be willing to
accept title to the acquired real property
for land management and restrict its use
to open space use or similar purposes.
The community shall join in the
execution of the deed which will recite
such use restrictions which will run with
the land. accompanying the property in
perpetuity, even if title is subsequently
transferred by the community. Any
improvements an the real property shall
be demolished. transferred to the former
owner for relocation to a site outside of
any flood risk area or sold for salvage
value. as appropriate and agreed upon
between the community and the federal
government.

Subpart B—Eligibility Requirements
Section 1.3 Purpose of Subpart

This subpart vets forth criteria to be
used in determining community and
individua! eligibility for Section 1362
acquisitions and to prescribe the general
method by which determinations of
eligibility are made.

Section 1.4 Determination of
Eligibility—~Ceneral

Eligibility for community and praperty
owner participation in a Section 1362
acquisition project, can be established
through either of two ways.

{A) Community Initioted

{1) Following a flood or 4 single
casualty of any nature involving real
property meeting the conditions set forth
in Section I1.2{a} (1). {2). and (3). &
community upon review of the published
criteria may initiate the process of
establishing eligibility by writing to the
Federal Insurance Administrator and
identifying (i) the specific structures and
locations of structures considered to be
eligible for acquisition and (ii) the
community and individual eligibility
criteria under which these structures are
believed to qualify. The Administrator,
sfter consultation with the FEMA
Regional Director, will respond to
individual community requests as
promptly as is reasonably possible by
indicating whether or not the case(s)
identified meel the eligibility criteria.
priorities and budget constraints of the
Section 1362 program. This will
constitute only 8 preliminary notice of
interest and will be accompanied by a
wrilten inquiry. for response by the
community, leading to a determination
of whether the community is eligible
pursuant to Section 115 hereol.

(2] Property owners interested in sale
of their real property under Section 1362
should contact their community directly
Inquiries to FIA from individuals will be
referred to their community by FIA
slong with an offer 10 investigate the
potential for initiating an acquisition
project.

(B) FIA Initioted

(1) Following a flood or single
casualty of any nature involving real
property meeling the conditions set forth
in Section I1.2{a) (1). (2) and (3). the
Administrator. upon recommendation
from FEMA headquarters or field staff
and after consultation with the Regional
Director. will identify communities in
which acquisition under Section 1362
may be s feasible contribution to a
community's comprehensive hazerd
mit;?stion strategy. In such cases, FIA
staflf and FEMA regional office staff will
develop preliminary information (i) of
the eligibility of the community pursuant
to Sections 1.4 and $ and {ii) of
siructures for acquisition.

{2) Upon receipt of eligibility
documentation. if & determination is
made by the Administrator that a
community and specific case(s] meet the
criteria. priorities and budget
constraints of the Section 1382 program.
the Administrator will. after
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consultation with the Regional Director,
notify the Chief Executive Officer of the
community in writing of its potential
aligibility for s Section 1362 project and
explain the requirements, specific
acquisition opportunities, and the
process for participating in s project. A
meeh‘.ﬁ with community officials will be
scheduled to discuss the program
further. -

(C) Following eligibility identification
pursuant # Sections 1.4 and §, the
decision-making processes and public
notice procedures of 44 CFR Part 9 shall
be commenced and public meetings may
be held in the community between
FEMA staff and community officiels and
property owners to discuss further the
details of the acquisition program.

Section 1.5 Selection of Eligible
Communities

Commaunities, which express, in
writing. 8 willingness to remove, by
demolition. relocation, donation or sale,
damaged structures in respect to which
the community sccepts title from FEMA.
will be selected for participation in
Section 1362 acquisition initiatives on
the basis of & series of factors. These
factors will be used by the
Administrator op recommendations
submitted by FIA staff or by FEMA field
staff and information submitted by the
community in defermining whether
acquisition of real property i a given
community will be in the public interest
a8 required by Section 1362. These
factors include, but are not limited to,
situations in which:

{2) The permanent removel of looded
buildings in & community will contribute
to the achievement of existing, on-going
programs for the permanent evacustion
of flood plains {provided that the
Section 1362 program fulfills a unique
need not addressed in the on-going
program nor not duplicative of existing
funding).

{b) Acquisition will contribute to the
achievement of multiple goals of
community development in addition to
hazard mitigation, including. but not
limited to. environmenta) enhancement,
open space, recreation, urban renewal,
or some other public purpose.

{¢) The acquisition and removal of
flood-prone structures will bave an
economic benelit, in terms of
elimination of future flood insurance
claims. svoidance of future damege and
reduction of future local, state and
federa! disaster relief costs, avoidance
of business interruption and reduction in
exposure to loss of life. Thia criterion
will favor structures loceted in
floodways, velocity zones and other
flood risk zones of high flood loss
potential. )

{d} The distribution of properties
eligible for ncquisition wnder Section
1362. or the distribution of these eligible
properties combined with those
properties tha! can be scquired and
removed through gr:grm that are
readily available from sources other
than F1A, will result in a pattern of
properties which lends itself to o logical
and desirable reuse function.

{e]) Aliernatives to acquisition under
Section 1362 bave been investigated and
found 10 be less effective than Section
1362 acquisition in meeting flood plain
management and hazard mitigation

oals. These alternatives could include,

ut are pot limited 10, acquisition
programs and permanent relocation
programs of local, state or other federal
agencies; floodproofing. or structural
fiood protection.

{f) Communities have urmdergone a
planning process and found acquisition
and relocation of structures 1o be the
most desirable alierative in terms of
cost, degree of flood protection
achieved, environmenteal enhancement
and other factors.

{g) Communities bave demonstrated
or agree {0 pursue an active program of
sound flood plain management which
exceeds the minimum requirements of
the Natione! Flood Insurance Program.

(h} The communities can actively
participate in the glanning and
implementation phases of the Section
1362 program through the provision of
either financial or staff resources.

Communities are not required to meet
all or even certain of these factors.
Community eligibility and priorities
among communities for Section 1362
assistance will be determined by the
Administrator an the basis of the extent
to which these factors are achieved as
well as the oumber of factors achieved.
The Administrator will potify the Chief
Executive C*ficer (CEO) in writing of
any community selection determination
made pursuant to this section.

Section 1.8 Community Commitments
Upcn Which Negotiotions With Reo!
Property Owner(s) is Predicated

Once & community has been
determined by the Administrator 1o be
eligible for Section 1362 scquisitions, the
following requirements must be met by
the community before F1A will order @
property appraisal and commence
negotiations leading 1o & contract with &
ﬁroperty owner for the purchase of the

ood damaged real property and
subsequent transfer of title 1o the
community:

(8} The community must be
participating io the Emergency or
Regular phase of the NFIP by having in
force legally udopted ordinsnces,

regulations, or statutes meeting the
applicable requirements of § 80.3 of 4
CFR Part 80 and by adequately
enforcing such land use measures.

Nots.—FEMA Reld staf! sre responsible for
edvising the Administrator of the adequacy
of s Community's program for meeting the
requirements of the NFIP. A community is not
considered to be participsting sstisfaclorily if
8 genera) pattern of violation of the NFIP
regulstions by the community. including
regulations concerning elevation,
flocdproofing placement in identified
floodways, or variances under §§ 60.3 (b). [c}.
(d). and (e) of 44 CFR Part 80, exists in the
community and there is no clear evidence
that the community has corrected. prior to the
event tiggering eligibility. its-past practices
of non-compliance and/or izmproper or unsale
issuing of variances.

{b] The community. if in the
Emergency Phase of the NFIP, must
agre= to enforce elevation and
floodproofing standards for new
construction and substantial
improvements in flood risk areas as
required under § 60.3(b)3 and 4 of 44
CFR Part 60 and maintain on file first
floor elevstion information as required

under § 60.3(b)5 of 44 CFR Part 60.

Note —Where base flood elevstion date is
not available from any existing sowrce. the
FEMA field staff should determice. based
upon the potential for future development in
the community, whether base flood data
should be required as # condition for the
community’s participation in the Section 1362
program. I it is Likely that the future
development potentia] will be significant, the
community should be required lo generate
base “ood dats or adop! an ordinance
pestricting development in the flood plain.

{c) The community must submit to the
Administrator a proposal for the use of
acquired land including. among other
things. assurances that jand transferred
to the community will be managed in s
manner consistent with sound land
management and use. FEMA will assist
in preparation of a land reuse proposal
where requested and the Administrator
will accept or reject any submitted
proposal within seven (7} days of its
receipt by the Administrator.

(d) Upon acceptance by the
Administrator of a8 community's land
reuse proposal, the community must

_ enter into ap Agreement with FEMA for

the conveyance by FEMA to the
community of title to the subject real
property acquired by FEMA as a resull
of the Section 1362 scquisition. The
terms of this Agreement shall include,
but not be limited to, the following
provisions:

(1) The lega! description of the
property to which the local govermnent
agrees to accept title;

{2) That delivery of the deed. which,
usually. shall be a general or special
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warranty deed. as appropriate, shall be
accepted by the community immediately
sfter and at the same closing or
settlement at which FEMA takes title .
from the property owner (a
“simultaneous” closing);

{3) That the community shall join in
the execution of the deed and provide
written assurance in the form of a
certified copy of a resolution or similar
instrument that the official signing the
deed has the authority to do so, which
deed shall include, samong other things,
the following provision;

(i) Title to the real property shall be
subject to spetific restrictive covenants
that the land is dedicated in perpetuity
for open space purposes, that the
community shall faithfully manege the
land for its dedicated open space

- purposes, for public use, and that the

community shall not erect or permit to
be erected any structures or other
improvements on the land. unless such
structures are, except for restrooms,
open on all sides and functionally relate
to some open space use, all of the
foregoing restrictive covenants and
agreements to run with the land and be
binding on subsequent successors,
grantees or assigns;

(ii) An assignment 1o FEMA. as
assignee, of the community’s rights to
enforce the restrictive covenants
together with a declaration that any
future violation of the restrictive
covenants or agreements. at FEMA's
option, in writing to be delivered to the
community's Chiel Executive Officer
within thirty (30) days from the date the
Administrator receives actual notice of
the violation, shall be deemed at the
Administrator's option to cause &
reversion of title to FEMA;

(iii) That the property is transferred
subject to zoning and building laws and
ordinances; easements. agreements,
teservations, covenants and restrictions
of record: any state of facts an accurate
survey might show: encroachments and
variations from the record lines of
hedges. retaining walls, sidewalks and
fences.

(4) An agreement that the community
will remove without cost to FEMA,
unless the Administrator agrees in
furtherance of the public interest to
assume part or all of such cost. all
improvements and debriy, including any
concrete slabs or foundations. from the
land and restore the site to its natural
environment within ninety [90) days
from delivery of the deed by either:

{A) Demolition, in the event FEMA
enters into & contract for the purchase of
the real property from the property
owner under which the consideration for
the sale is the fair market value of the
rea! property with no allowance being

made for a deduction from the purchase
price of the salvage value of any
remaining improvements; or

{B) Public sale of the improvement(s)
for salvage value, in the event FEMA
enters into s contract for the purchase of
the real property from the pro
owner under which the consideration for
the sale is the fair market value of the
real property with no allowance being
made for the deduction from the
purchase price of the salvage value of
any remaining improvements; ot

(C) Tranafer by donation of the
improvement(s) to the origina! owner for
relocation to land outside of any flood
risk area, in the event FEMA enters into
a contract for the purchase of the real
property from the property owner under
which the consideration for the sale is
the fair market value of the real property
less a deduction from the purchase price
of the salvage value of any remaining
improvements.

{5) An agreement that, should the
community remove any {mprovement(s)
from the land pursuant to (4){A) or
(4)(B). above, any proceeds resulting
from such removal, after deducting the
reasonable costs of conducting such
removal shsll be returned to FEMA:

(6) An agreement that the provisions
of (4) and (5). above, shall survive
delivery of the deed:

(7} An agreement that the community
will assume responsibility for any legal,
administrative, or other expenses that
may be incurred as a result of the
transfer and that any taxes, general and
special assessments, sewer rents, water
charges, utility charges and similar
expenses are not 10 be spportioned
between the parties but are to be
assumed by the community:

(8) Ao agreement that the
requirements and procedures to be
adhered to under the Section 1382
program are undlerstand and will be
complied with by the community;

(9) That the property is to be
conveyed in an “&s is™ condition with no
representations having been made by
FEMA as 10 the condition of the
property;

(10) That FEMA is nat responsible for
compliance with any notes or notices of
violations of law or municipal
ordinances, orders or requirements,
issued by any governmental body
having jurisdiction. against or affecting
the premises;

(11) That the deed shall convey to the
community {ee simple title;

{12) That FEMA shall convey and the
community shall accept marketable title
(except as otherwise provided in the
Agreement), that expenses of title
examination. survey and related costs
shall be borne by the community and, if

the community shall assert objections
the marketability of title [otheg than e
matiers to which tile is made subject in
the Agreement), FEMA shall be entitled
10 s reasonable adjournment to remove
such objections but shall not be obliged
to bring any action or proceeding ot to
incur any expense in order to render
title marketable. In the event such
objections cannot be removed all rights
and lisbilities of the parties shall cease
under the Agreement. unless the
community elects to accept such title as
FEMA is sble to convey;

{13) That all State and loca] revenue,
and documentary stamps. grantor'’s or
grantee’s realty transfer taxes, recording
charges and legal fees, closing costs,
and similar expenses shall be borne by
the community:

(14) That FEMA makes no
representations as to the kind, number,
condition and title to any fixtures and
articles of personal property attached or
appurtenant to or used in connection
with the prorrty-

(15]That the Agreement may not be
modified or assigned bry the community
without the prior written consent of
FEMA;

{16) That risk of loss or damage to the
improved real property from fire. natural
or other casualty of any kind shall be
borne by the community after delivery
of the deed from FEMA.

{17) That there shall be annexed to the
Agreement and incorporated by

" reference therein, 8 resolution or similar

instrument by the governing body of the
community suthorizing the official(s)
executing the Agreement to enter into
the Agreement on behalf of the
community and citing the appropriate
loca! law under which the transaction is
suthorized;

{18) That the Agreement is subject to
and conditioned upon the ability of :
FLMA to acquire the real property and
should FEMA's contract vendor fail, for
any resson, o deliver title, as provided
for in the contract for the sale of the rea!
property to FEMA, all rights and
obligations of the parties shall cease:
and

{19) The community must certify to the
Administrator that no duplication of
Federal benefits will knowingly occur in
any Section 1362 assistance being
requested.

{20) Any other matters that may be
agreed to by the community and the
Administrator for conveyance of title.

Section I1.7 Selection of Eligible
Property Owners Once the Community
is Fully Qualified Under Sections 114, 5,
ond§

{a) The following minimum criteria
shall be met in order for a specific
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improved real property to qualify ss an
eligible property under the statutory
requirements of Section 1362:

(1) The property must qualify under
the conditions set forth in Section I1.2,
sbove; )

(2} There must be economic benefit, in
terms of reduction of flood insurance
claim payments, avoidance of future
demage and reduction of future local,
state and federal disaster relief costs. to
be gained through acquisition of the
property. In general in the following
situations, properties will. if otherwise
eligible, receive preferential
consideration for acquisition:

{i) Structures Yocaled in an identified
floodway as established on F1A's Flood
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). or which
are determined through FIA's analysis to
be located in a flocdway area:

(i) Structures located in an identified
Velocity zone {V-zone) or which are
determined through F1A's analysis to be
Jocated in a Velocity zone; and

(iti) Structures meeting the statutory
eligibility requirements which bave en
established history of repetitive llooding
in excess of the statutory criteria or
which on the basis of available or
developed flood frequency and depth-
damage data can be shown 1o have @
high probability for meeting the
statutory requirements for repetitive
flooding. or have a high probability of
incurring future damage. the cost for
repair of which exceed the anticipated
cos!s of acquisition.

{3) The anticipated contribution that
wne acquisition may have toward the
achievement of existing. on-going
programs in the community for
permanent excavation of flood plains,
and the extent to which the intended
land reuse of the property provides
benefits to the public.

{b) In addition. priority will be given
to eligible property owners who agree to

~ limit FEMA's actua! program cost by

substituting benefits svailable from
other government and non-government
Joan and disaster reliel programs for
benefits available under this Frogram.

(c) Once the property quslifies under
{a). above, the feasibility of using
practicable alternatives to acquisition
under Section 1362 will be considered.
including but not limited to acquisition
and permenent relocation by local, state
or other federal sources. loodproofing:
or structural flood protection.

{d) Assuming practicable alternatives
to acquisition under {b), above, do not
exist and the property qualifies under
{a}. above, the Administrator shall,
assuming Section 1362 budget
constraints do not preclude acquisition.
determine the property under
consideration to be eligible for

acquisition by requesting the property
owner lo execute 8 wrilten Request for
Ap&rainl. which must be filed, together
with a copy of the recorded deed under
which the owner took title, with the
Administrator within 60 days from the
date of the Administrator's request that
the Request for Appraisal be filed,
unless the time for filing is. at the scle
discretion of the Administrstor,
extended-and which must contain the
following provisions:

{1} An expression of the owner’s
willingneas to enter into negotiations for
the sale of the real property:

{2) Permission by the owner for an
eppraiserls) appointed by FEMA, at

‘s expense, to enter in and upon
the real property to conduct the
appraisal during normal working hours
on forty-eight (48) hours writien notice
to the owner.

(3] An acknowledgement that the
benefits, requirements and procedures
of the program have been explained and
understood and that any relocation of
the improvement(s) on the property shall
be to land outside of eny Rlood risk zone;

(4) An acknowledgement that FEMA
may refuse to complete the property
purchase, if marketable title cannot be
delivered to the United States
Government, if the loce! or state
government does not, for any reason,
sccept title from FEMA, oz if other
criteris set forth in these guidelines
cannot be met;

(5) An acknowledgement that the
purchase price to be offered in any
negotistion will consist of the
Lredamaged appraised fair market value

ss any salvage if the community is to
return the structure to the owner and
any insurance claime paid or to be paid
as a result of eny flooding event which
caused the damage and which is used to
establish eligibility under this section,
and thst no other costs incurred by the
seller g a result of acquisition under
this section are compensable;

(6) The assurance that a valid flood

. insurance policy purchased under the

National Flood Insurance Program was
in force the time of the event(s] which
initiated eligibility for acquisition under
this section, together with & recitation of
the policy number and expiration date;

(7) An agreement to cooperate in
every way reasonable in the appraisal
and any title search to be undertaken by
FEMA;

(8) An acknowledgement that the
Reques! for Appraisal does not
constitute s commitment to sell;

{9) An acknowledgement that, where
the cost to the Federal government for
purchase of the land is deemed
unreasonable and not in the public
interest due to the extraordinasry lot

sizes, or because of high land costs, the
Administrator may offer to purchase
only part of the lot 10 reduce the direct
cost to the government on condition that
the property owner enter 8 resirictive
covenant upon the land records, as to
the land not purchased. restricting its
uses consistent with such sound land
management and use purposes as mey
be agreed upon by the Administrator;
(10) An agreement tha! the property
owner must include a duplicate original
gopy of either an Option or a Contract to
urchase new Jand site outside of the
ood risk ares upon which any
improvement{s) transferred to the
E:opeﬂy owner by the community is to
locsied before FEMA can proceed
with the purchase process by executing
an Acceptance of the Offer to Sell Real
Property pursuant 1o Section 111.3(d)
below. Relocation 1g the new site must
be accomplished in conformance with
all state and local codes and ordinances.
Al aspects of any physical relocation of
an improvement(s) transferred back to
the property owner to the community,
including obtaining estimates and
securing contrects for property removal,
locating and purchasing the new

‘property site and other relocation cc 's,

are the sole responsibility of the
property owner. The Administrator may,
at her sole discretion, modify the
requirements of this paragraph (c)(10} to
accommodate the reasonable needs of a
particular acquisition project.

Part Tli—Appraisal, Valuation of Real
Property and Negotiation Procedures

Section II.1 Appraisal

(a) Following receipt by the
Administrator of the property owner's
*Request for Appraisal.” FEMA will
assign an appraiser to collect evidence
of the probable fair market value (FMV)
of the real property with which the
Administrator can establish an amount
which the Administrator believes to be a
just reflection of the FMV and which
can be used as a basis for negotiation.
Detailed instructions will be provided to
the appraiser so that the appraisal will
be performed according to the standards
for conducting sppraisals contained in
the Uniform Approisal Standards for
Federal Land Acquisitions, published by
the Interegency Land Acquisition
Conlerence to the extent that such
siandards are consistent with the NFIP
and the state law in the state in which
the sppraisal is being performed.

{b) The appraisal will be conducted
by qualified appreisers as determined
by FEMA to be familiar with the
community and experienced with
performing appraisels for federa)
government acquisition programs.
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{c) The appraiss) shall provide (ii) An Inventory identifying the appraiser acceptabls to the
evidence of the fair market value of the  buildings. structures, fixtures, and other  Administrator, and have s second
land and improvements, following the = improvements, inchuding appurtenant ° appraisal performed. This appraisal
standards set forth in {a), above, Jor the  removal buildings and equipment which  must be performed within two weeks of
property in its condition, to the extent were considered in establishing the receipt by the property owner of the
that {t can be determined, prior %o the FMYV of the real ny. Offer to Sell Real Property. If it is not,
occurrence of the flooding or other (iii) A statement that the established  the process will be terminated in -
casualty event which initiated FMV s the full smount betieved by the  gceordance with (2), above. Upon

consideration of eligibility for
acquisition under Section 1362,

(d) During the course of the
appraiser’s persona! inspection of a
property being appraised. the sppraiser
is required to see or talk personally to
the owner, or in the owner's absence his
agent or representative. In addition. the
owner must be given an opportunity to
accompany the appraiser during sy
inspection of the property.

(e) Appraisal reports must contain
sufficient documentation, including
veification of past sales of the property
and sales of comparahle properties
supporting velustion data and ths
appraiser’s analysis of that data, to
demonstrate the correctness of the
apptaiser’s opinions of FMV.

Section .2 Voluation of Recl
Property

{a) Following receipt by the
Administrator of the Appraiser’s reports
and recommendations, the evidence of
property valoe shall be duly considered
and the FMV of the real property shal
be establisbed by the Administrator
based on the order of evidenca
evaluation provided below:

(1) Prior sales of the property being
acquired, reasonably recent (within
several years) and between willing
buyers and sellers, shall first be
considered.

{2} If FMV cannot be fairly
established using (1), above, sales of
comparable properties in the area,
reasonably receat (within several years)
and between willing boyers and sellers,
shall be considered

(3} If FMV canmot be established using

{1) or (2), above, and the property ls

income producing. capitalization of
income produced by the property shall
be considered.

(4) If FMV cannot be established nsing
(1). (2). or (3), above, reproduction cost
of the property less depreciation shall
be considered.

Section L3 Nepotiation Procedures

{a) Once the Administrator has
established the FMV for the property,
the owner will be furnished with:

(1) A Statement of Determination of
Compensation to be offered for the
property which will include:

(i} A description and location
identification of the real property and
the interest therein to be acquired:

Atimini;znor 10 be the fair market by

value of the property as determined

the appreisals, less any flood insurance
claim amount paid or to be made and, ¥
appropriate, less salvage value;

{iv] A statement indicating that the
compensation disregards any increase
or decrease in the falr market value of
the property caused by the project for
which the property is acquired,
noting that the compensation is based
upon valne of the property determined,
to the extent possible, as it was prior to
the flooding of othet casualty wsed as
basis for acquisition; and

(v) An explanation of the principal
appraisal fechniques used in sppraising
the real property.

{2} An “Offer 1o Sel} Real Property” to
FEMA which i3 an offer on the part of
the bomeowner to sell the improved real
property to FEMA for the FMV
established by the Administrator,

{b) Upon receipt of the Offer to Sell
Real Property and the Statement of
Delermination of Compensation, the
property owner will have three options:
{a) make an offer to sell for the
eatablished FMV; (b) reject the PMV; or
{c) request & second 'Pl’i.“i:.‘ v;ohlillc
remaining willing to sell, all as follows:

(1) Acceptance of FMV. K the property
owner(s) wishes to sell the rea! property
for the established FMV, the property
owner(s) will sign the Offer to Sell Real
Property in duplicate and refurn it to the
Administrater who will cause one copy
to be executed snd returned to the
property owner and order » title search,
Upon receipt of a title report, binder or
abstract, as appropriate, which
establishes to the satisfaction of the
Administrator, upon receipt of & _
satisfactory preliminary title opinion
from the Department of Justice, that title
{s marketable, the transaction may
proceed to cloclnp

(2) Rejection of FMV. If the FMY is
rejected by the property owner without
the intention to continoe negotiation, the
acquisition process for that particuler
property is terminated

(3} Contest of FMYV. U the property
owner(s) still desires to sell his or ber
property following receipt of the initially
established FMV, but feels that the FMV
does not adequately reflect the fair
market value of the property, the MV
may be contested. To contest the FMV,
the property owres, at this or her own
expense, must reiain s qualified

completion of the second appraisal, the
property owner may either accept as
reascnable the Administrator's
established FMV, or forward the second
sppraisal to the Administrator for
review. The Administrator may accept,
reject or modify the second FMV
sppraisa! and may revise the Offer to
Sell Real Property in sccordance with
any modification by mailing an
amended Offer to Sell Real Property to
the property owner, along with an
smended Siatement of Determination.
Upon receipt of the amended documents
the property owner st this point, or at
any other point in the appraisa! process,
may sither execute the original or
smended Offer to Sell Real Property,
mailing the offer to the Administrator, or
terminste the transaction

{c) Aside from the process described
in this Section. there is no other basis
for negotiation of the amount of the
MV,

_{d) Upon execution of any Initial or
amended Offer tc Sell Real Property, the
property owner{s) shall return this
executory purchase contract to (Be
Administratoer in duplicate. upon receipt
of which the Administrator shall
execute the instrument and return &
duplicate original executed contract to
the praperty owner(s). A title search
shall then be ordered by the
Administrator, preparatory to fixing a
date for the transfer of titla,

(e) Contract vendors executing an
Offet io Sell Real Property in a
represeniative capacity shall so indicate
and provide, by separste document,
evidence of tbe suthority under which
the instrument i» executed. For example,
if the Offer to Sell Rea! Property is
executed by a corporation. it must be
executed in the full and correct name of
the corporstion by its duly authorized
officer or officers, under seal if required
by State law, and be duly attested and
acknowledged. A corporate secretary’s
certificale transmitling a certified copy
of the action of the Board of Directors
which authorized the corporate
officer(s) to act must accompeny the
Offer to Sell Resl Property. Similarly, if
the instrument is executed by an
aitorney-in-fact, the offer to Sell Real
Property must be accompanied by the
original, or duplicate original, executed
and acknowledged power of attorney.
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Part IV—Settlement and Closing waived, npox; s proper ahowing.ln 10 eem;ge:f gj:‘y of the Minutes of tll:ech
. . conveyance by states, municipa Boa irecior's meeting in which the
Section IV. 1 ..S'ett!emenl and.C{o:.nm corporations. and fiducisries and other ~ Resoluticn was adopted by the Board
Upon execution by the Administralor  persons a=ting solely in & representative  suthorizing the officer(s) executing the

of the Offer to Sell Rea! Property, FEMA
will proceed with obligating funds for
completing the transaction and
acquiring title evidence and other
documentalion in preparation for
settlement and closing. This part sets
forth the procedures and stendards to be
followed in acquistion of title evidence
and closing.

-(8) Procuring evidence of title. All title
evidence will be prepared pursuant to
the standards of and following the
recommended forma! and process of
“Standards for the Preparation of Title
Evidence in Land Acquisitions by the
United States.” (Department of justice,
Land and Natural Resources Division,
Washington, D.C.. 1970, hereinafter
referred to as the “Siandards”). The
Standards generally provide. among
other things, that:

(1) Title evidence will be collected by
title companies, abstractors or sttorneys
approved by the Department of justice
and retained by FEMA.

(2) Purchase orders or contracts with
those searching title will specify the
format and content of title evidence to
be acquired, the form and conten! of
abstrats of title, certificates of title, title
insurance policies and Torrens system
documents of title.

(3) Title evidence will be collected
and submitted to the administrator in
the required format as expeditiously as
possible. Upon receipt of this

_information., it will be forwarded to the

Department of justice, Land and Natural
Resources Division, for 8 preliminary
opinion of title. The preliminary
submittal to the Justice Department will
include a copy of the title report,
abstract or binder, a copy of the Offer to
Sell Real Property contract and a copy
of the deed to be delivered to the
Federal government st the closing.

{4) The Department of Justice will
provide a preliminary opinion of the
acceptability of the title for federal
ownership, and will specify at this time
the precise information required and
steps that should be taken in completing
the closing. _

{b) Deeds. The conveyance of title to
the Federal government and then to the
local unit of government will require the
preparation, execution and recordation
of two deeds:

(1) Deed to the United States. The'
deed to the United States should
conform to local statutory requirements
and generally adhere to the following
requirements:

{i) Be a general warranty deed:
however, this requirement may be

capacity.

(ii) Disclose the capacity in which any
grantor scts who conveys in other than
an individua! capacity.

(iii) Show the name of the grantor In

the body of the deed and in its
acknowledgement, be signed by the
grantor exactly as the grantor's name
appears as grantee in the conveyance to
the grantor; and account for any
unavoidable difference by s recital
identifying the grantor with the grantee
in the preceding conveyance.

(iv) Disclose the marita) status of each
grantor.

(v) Recite the true consideration and
the receipt thereof.

(vi} Convey the land to the "United
States of America and its assigns.”

(vii) Contain the correct legal
description of the real property to be
conveyed.

{viii) Convey all the right, title and
interest of the grantor in and to any
alleys, streets, ways, strips, or gores
abutting or adjoining the land.

{ix) Contein oo reservations or
exceptions not approved by FEMA/
bowever, when land s to be conveyed
subject to certain rights, such as
easements or mineral rights thought to
be outstanding in third parties, they
must not be excepted from the
conveyance. but the deed should be
framed to convey al! the grantor's right,
title, and inierest subject to the
outstanding rights, unless the Offer to
Sell Rea) Property contrect expressly
provides otherwise.

(x) Refer to the deed(s) to the
grantor(s). or other source of grantor's
title, by book, page and place of record,
wherever customary or required by
statute.

{xi) Contain a reference to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency. This
reference should follow description of
the land and in no instance should it be
included in the granting. habendum or
warranty provisions of the deed.

(xii) Release all rights of homestead,
dower. courtesy and other interests of
the grantor’s spouse, as required by
local law.

(xiii) Be signed, sealed, attested and
acknowledged by all grantors and their
spouses, as required by local law.

{xiv) I executed by a corporation, be
signed in the full and correct name of
the corporation by its duly authorized
officer or officers, sealed with the
corporate ses) if required by State law
and attested and acknowledged. as
required by State Law. In addition, the
corporation shall deliver & Secretary's

deed 1o do so.

xv) If executed by an attorney-in-fact
to be signed in the name of the principal
by the attorney, properly acknowledged
b{ the sttorney as the free act and deed
of the principal, and to be accompanied
by the origina! or & certified copy of the
power of sttorney and satisfactory proof
that the principal was living and the
power in force at the time of its
exercises.

{xvi) Have affixed sufficient
documentary revenue stemps.

(2) Deed to the Loca! Unit of
Government. The deed to the Jocal unit

‘of government will be a genera!
* wastanty oz, if appropriate. special

warranty deed in a form consistent with
spplicable state statutes, unless the
Federal government takes tille by lesser
deed. in which case the deed shall be of
the same kind (e.g.. bargain and sale or
quitclaim deed). The community shall
execute and join in on the deed which
will set forth the specific restrictions
and agreements regarding the use of the
property as are set forth in Section
11.8{d)(3), above. In addition, the
restrictions will acknowledge and
conform to 44 CFR Part 9, Flood Plain
Management and Protection of
Wetlands.

{c) Certificate of Possession. As part
of the title evidence, o certificate of
possession, based on an inspection
made at the time of the closing of the
purchase. must be signed by s duly
authorized employee of FEMA. The
certificate of possession must be ina
form approved by the Department of
Justice.

(d) Simultaneous Closing.

(1) At the closing, & deed will be
delivered to the United States in
exchange for whatever consideration
has been previously agreed to. FEMA
will be represented by one of its own
attorneys. an attorney from another
Federal agency. or an attorney retained
by FEMA for the purpose. Acceptance of
the deed by the Federal government
shall be subject to and conditioned upon
the scceptance by the community of the
real property to the community.
Therelore, the local unit of government
will be represented. in addition to the
property owner and Federal
government, snd will immediately
eccept title to !ropeny subsequent to its
Feing acquire l:z the government.

(2) Following the closing, the
settlement documents will be forwarded
to the Administrator and then to the
Justice Department for s final title
opinion. The documents to be forwarded
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will inclhude s conformed copy of the alleys. roada. strects, ways stripe. gares, o title. and. if the Vendar fails w do eo, the
T BT o o G BT L gy
de o assesamen ancum i
Government. the title evidence, the damage 10 ssid premises: and ths Vendar will  Hen against tbe land provided the Vandee:

certificate of inspection and evidence
obtained st the closing (affidavits.
marked up tile report, conformed copies
of executed releases or satisfaction of
mortgages, #ic.).

{3) Following review by the Justice
Department, the acquisition and transfer
will be considered final.

{e) Monitoring. Following any Section
1362 project. FEMA will from time to
time review the performance of
communities that have accepted title to
property scquired under Section 1362 to
assure that the terms of the deed are
being complied with,

Part Ve=Offfer To Sell Raal Property

The "Offer to Sell Rea! Property” lor
which FEMA will be the offeree.
referred to in M11.3(d)(2) above. shall
generally conform to the following
format and contain the following
provisions

Offer To Sell Real Property

Project, Tract No. and Controct Na

The undersigned. bereinafter calied the
Vendor, ip considerstion of the mutusl
covenants and agreements berein et forth,
offers to sell and convey to the United States
of America and its assigns, the fee simple
title to the following described land. with the
building and improvements thereon, and sll
rights. hereditaments. easements. and
appurtensnces thereunto belonging. located
in the County of , State of -memm—
bounded and described as follows:

Subject to the following rights in third partier:

Exceptling and reserving only the following
rights and interests ip the above described
propenty: [namely:)

The terms and conditions of this offer are
83 follows:

(1} The Vendor agrees that this nffc- may
be sccepted by the United States tnrough any
duly authorized representative, by delivering,
mailing. or telegraphing a notice of
acceptance to the Vendor at the address
stated below. at any lime within aeese{ )
month(s) from the date bereof, whereupon
this ofTer snd the offer and the sceeptance
thereof become & binding contract.

(2) The United States of Americs agrees to
pay lo the Vendor for ssid land the sum of
e (§~=). payable st the settlement afier
the acceptance of this offer and preliminary
approval of the Vendar's litle; provided the
Vendor can execute and deliver a good snd
sufficient general warranty deed conveying
marketabls title to said land with the
hereditaments and appurienances theretn
belonging to the United States of America
and its assigna. in fee simpls, free and clear
from all liens and encumbrances. except
those specifically excepted or resery
above, together with all right, title. and
interest of the Vendor is and to any strexmm,

execute and deliver to the United States. on
closing of title, of thareaRer, on demand. all
mr instruments for the conveyanca of

title and the ansignmenm collection
of any such award. and Rurther provided that
{community) accepts a deed to the described
property from the United States immedistely
after Vendor delivers the above deed to the
United Statea, it being the ntention of the
parties that the trans{er of title sball taks
place at a simultansous closing at which the
United States shall accept delivery of the
deed from the Vendor and immedistely
deliver o deed to the (commmnity). Upon
acceptance of the deed by the {community}),
both deeds shall be recorded end the
purchase price shall be paid to the Vendee.
Should the {commanity for any reason refuse
to accep! the deed from the United States, the
parties harein agroe that the deed from the
Vendor to be United States sball be returned
forthwith to the Vendor and all rights and
lisbilities of and betwees the parties under
this sgreement shall cense and be of no
effect: this provision ahall survive deltvery of
the deed to the United States.

(3} 1t is agreed that the United States will
defray the expensen incident to the
preparation and recordation of the deed to
the United States and the procurement of the
necessery title evidence establishing
marketable title. Uf the United States shall
assert objections o the marketability of title
{other thaa enc ances which title is made
“subject 10" berein), Vendor shall be given
due notice thereol, within ¢ reasonable time
prior to the date set for the closing of title
apd. if necessary. Vendor shall be entitled ta

.a reasonable adjournment o remove such

objections, but aball not be compelled o
bring avy action or proceeding or to incur any
expenss in order to render title marketsbla
In the event such objections cannot be
removed and as & result thereof title shall
prove unmarketable, as & condition precedent
fo the execution of this Offer to Sell Real
Property. it is agreed that the rights of the
United States and the liability of the Vendor
shall be limited to the following: (a) United
States may elect 1o rescind this contract by
giving due notics tharea! 10 Vendor whe shall
thereupon pay to the Unitad States its net
actual disbursemeni for examining title
{withou! policy issuing). whersupom this
contract shall becoras null and void and
terminated with the same fores and effect s
if it had not been executed and none of the
parties shall have any further rights, duties,
lisbilities, claims or obligetions arising
hereunder or in any manner from this
transactiors or (b) United States may elect.
by giving Vendor dus obtice thereof, to
sccept such title as the Vender is sbla t0
convey. without abalerment of the purchase
p;ic:l for defects. objections er encumbrances
of title.

(4} The Vendor agrees that all laxes.
general and special assassments. and any
other Kens or encumbrances which are s lien
against the land ot the time of conveyance to
the United States shall be setished of record
by the Vendar st or before the trarmler of

shall simultanecusly sither deliver 1o the
purchasar st the closing of title instrumants in
recordable form and sufficient to satisfy such
liens snd encumbrences of record together
with the cost of recording or filing said
instruments; and. provided further, that the
amount of such pe: by the United
States shall be dedectad from the purchase
price of the land: that the Veador will, st the
request of the United Stated and without prior
psyment or tender of purchase price. executs
and deliver the general warranty deed to the
United States, subject to (2). abova. pay the
documentary revenue stamp tax, end obtain
and record such other curative evidence of
title as may be required by the United States.
For purposss of this Offer to Sell Resl
Property. il, at the time of the delivery of the
deed, the property or any part thereof shall
bave beeo affecied by an sssesament or
assessments which are or may become
paysble in annual instaliments, of which the
firs! installment is then & charge or lien. or
bas been paid then for the purposes of this
Offer to Seli Real Property all the unpaid
installments of any such assessment,
including those which are to become due and
g:yable after the deli of the deed. shall

deemed to be due and peysble and to be
liens upon the property affected thereby and
shall be paid end discharged by the Vendor,
upon the delivery of the deed o¢ by an
appropriste diminution in the purchase price
to be paid *o the Vendor.

{S) The Vendor agrees that loss or damage
to the property by fire. scts of God or other
casualty shall be at the risk of the Vendor
until the title to the land and deed 10 the

-(community) have been sccepted by the

United States: and. in the event that such loss
or damsge occurs, the Uniled States may,
without Liability, refuse to accept canveyance
of the title o7 it may alect to sccept
conveyance of Ltle (o such property. ib which
case there ahall be an equitable adjustment
of the purchase price.

(6) The property is sold subject to: {a)
Utility essements, agreements, reservations,
covenants and restricttons of
providing the seme are not violated by
existing buildings or use thereal, (b} any state
of facts an accurate survey might sbow
providing tithe is not rendered unmarketabls
thereby: and {¢) encroachments and
variations from the record line of hadges.
retaining walls, sidewalks and fences (which
shall not be deemed to rendar title
unmarketable).

(7} Vendor bas not made. and. except as
expressly set forth herein, does not make any
representations as to the phyvical condition,
income. expenae, taxes, opsration or any
other matter or thing altecting or relating to
the herein described premises or the fixtures
utilities, equipmest, fumishings and
personality therein. Tha United Sistes
expressly acknowledges that na
representations bave boen made other than
those set forth in this contract and having
inspected the subject premises and being
familiar with the candition thereo!, the
United States agrees to scoept the same. end
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any personality included in this sale. “ss i0”™
on the dete hereof subject to normal wear
and lesr to the time of closing title. Vendor
agrees thet the United States shall receive
wacant pessession upon closing title to the
subject property.

8] Setement shal! be made on or about |
e 9t the Office of s,

{9) Should the Vendor for any resson other
than default by the United States fail to
deliver & deed to the United States. the

Vendor shall reimburse the United States for
any expenses incurred in connection with
exsmination of title. including the cost of any
survey of the property. obtained by the
United States.

(10) It is d that the spouse, if any. of
the Vendor. by signing below. agrees 10 join
in any deed 1o the United States and to
execute any instrument deemed necessary to
convey to the United States any separate or
eommunity estate or interest in the subject
property end to relinquish and release any
dower, courtesy. homestead. or other rights
ot interests of such spouse therein

{11} The Vendor represents and itis 8
condition of scceptance of this offer that no
member of or delegate to Congress. or
resident commissioner. shal! be admited to or
share any part of this agreement. or (o any
benefits tha! may arise therefrom. but this
provision shall not be construed 1o extend 1o
any agreement if mede with a corporatica for
i1s general benefit.

(32) If the Vendor is 8 corporation. it will
deliver to the United States at the time of the
delivery of the deed hereunder a resolution of
its Bosrd of Directors suthorizing the sale
and dehvery of the deed. and » certificate by
the Secretary of Lhe corporation certifying
such resolution and setting forth facts
showing thet the conveyance is in conformity
with the requirements of the State's business
corporation law. The deed in such case shall
contain e recital sufficient to establish
compliance with said section.

(13) This Offer 1o Sell Real Property snd
Acceptance of Offer to Sell Real Property
may not be sasigned by Vendor without the
express written consent of the United States.
The terme and conditions sforesaid are to
spply to and bind the heirs. executors.
sdministrators. successors. angd assigns of the
Vendors

{34) This Offer to Sell Rea! Property. upon
acceptance and execution by the United
States. shall contain the final and entire
agreement between the parties and they shall
not be bound by any terms. conditions.
statements or representations. oral or written,
80! berein contained and Vendor agrees that
no representative or agent of the United
States has made any representation or
promise with respect 1o this offer not
sxpressly contained herein.

Signed. Sealed. and Delivered this —— deyv
g o

Withesses.

(Seal)

{Seal)’
{Seal)
{Sea))

Vendor
Spouse of Vendor

Vendor

Spouse of Vendor

Notice of aceeptance of this offer Is to be
oent to:

(Name and Address)

Acceptance of Offer to Sell Real Property
Date: cmm X
The offer of the Vendor contained herein is

bereby sccepied for and on behalf of the

United Sistes of America.

(Name and Title}

Witness: -

(Nationa! Flood Insurance Act of 1968 [Title

XIl! of Housing and Urban Development Act

of 1968}. effective January 28. 1969 (33 FR

17804. November 28. 1968]. 85 amended: 42

U.S.C 40014128 Reorganization Plan No. $

of 1978 (43 FR 41943) and Execulive Order

32127, dated March 31. 1979 (44 FR 19367).

and delegation of suthority to Federa!

Insursnce Adminisiretor, deted April 1. 1679

{44 FR 20962))

Lssued at Washington. D.C. July 18. 1880.

Gloria M. Jimenez,

Federa! Insurance Administrator.

PR Doc 80-228°2 Filed *-25-40 845 am)

BiLLied COOE 8719014




TEOl AN D BWMAVIIUSEY VIS PV NG IV S /e N s vua e

(~ ™)
At QRIINY

oW SIOLINOW AT
Fly21Q0/33d Y34

~

(WY22oud FSYHI¥Nd ALIA40Yd Q3d907H)
WY IDOXS TIEI YWT4 NI S3ILS TVIIINI¥G °1-8 33INJId

ﬁn- V/Vid AFISNVYIL

ANY NOILLISIND)Y

HINMD 0L AdO? INC

| svanLay anv ANIN

~TVIIV NS VYHIS

419 3320453
ALl NNAHWO

T

T

T

Ad=SQ BNLSOr
A8 MMEIATY

NOILYIOAN A0A

FANMNQ TV A0

al SIINLNYLS
40 NQIAYNOG®

-0~

INIYA IPVYNATYS
W SIWLINYLS
240 IS 2118nd @

-0~

T

BNISOTI
SNOANVYLINWIS

\—,

ANIWLAYDIA
Fo1Snr A9 Q32439

-2¥ OGNV Q348314
0D WOIVIS ML

viiad aL 4t
SONTES Oy 1728 ad
AHA 40, SIS WANIAO

QRUVNVINITL S! SST2QNYd INOULISING

=Y QINV AWd SLOIrmm AWNMO
AQQI

IIC AL SFIAIBVY ANV

AW IV SIdIIZV_A3NNMN9

SNO1LdO S¥INMO ALYII0YS

T

ﬁ“h(sﬂlﬂﬂ&( HAWI MEN LIS (tﬂlh

T

— ) §

MBINZY W04 wwWEd QL W
SIVHILY ANQZ3S SanFS ¥ INMO
-wo-

YIRS aiL SAIYPVY ANV
TVEIWN LAY LSMId SLdAIIY HTNMO

SINOILID S, ¥FNMO AL1SFI0Nd

T

(. 7138 au dwyz0, PN/
-ATIDEY 3O SNIBM OML NIHLIM)

IWSIVYIIY ANOIBS SINIVLIEO ITNMO

T

£ L
[ivswaaay aneras sisanoay raromo|
IQQ'

—

r.ﬁ AW LY TIBS OL SARYIY Qu}?_n_

Iﬁ\ SBINLINDLS \—, -¥0-

fal ToW3IA®
n“‘?“ﬂlﬁ“‘dﬁ“ <0 foul 2d SANAL HOWY IS ’ . _w ALV IBL SI 5530004 NOWLLISING
Nh\-wﬂwkzmt L VYV AL L Jyl-lo =Y ONY AS SA231BI ISNMG

F I AdI NOWWOD

NI Qi ALIBSOIS
TYRY TIIF OL ¥ A4O.

NY QNY NN LW YOANI
T FINMO SONIS Wived

tAg AL¥TdoNd

SHVTTD ALINNNIWGD ANY STTQUQ v

L SNOILIOQ SIENMO IO, )
5 N .
~ ATV FBASNVY.
_ q FEATT A FEIvETI AT dovs *nr ANY 1OILISINDIY SABNMO ALaNd0dd HLIM SNOILVILOSHN YNI1 /
4] \ - b ve— \ — -
ﬁ Y
— AWA SUAS (Xwn_ ( )
\_l Fr444 £dFIW OL
S$SAZIY AUNNWWOD
AVSIY SLIHGNS
IISIVIALY \—/ . ﬁ -
Tvsadovd IS vy 1)
< _ N LSOV WY a®
SLIIDY Vivad ~0¥d TIEr YHI4 Qi
(Ama) \—/ SSuaddoNs 181517,
S e e
a1314 Tervau93 30
od ai amsivadsY anvt aaaunow 40 [ SaraEavaN Vi
SNDISSY WL d
' SUNTAS ALIMNNHTI 4 ) Adrvigrend T
Tviin3Lod
\h/ _ Ao N\uw“ﬂ 4G ALINOWWGD vasoyd
(Bwrs aninasay QL sSININI S314120N Yy STLVILINI WIS
20 A SAAVT VLS SISTINIXTF \ =
YQ O ruinsim) srvia0aag -400TS ; _
bt Mt S I B IAY ~¥0-

OGNV NauwAZ?S OL

| FINNMG AL¥Ad0ad]

W0d LEX0OBY,, SIUA

STIFIY ALNNHNGD|

\—I

T

n-(f(l\l( 204 LSANGIV,

Y SHRYNO ALaBad¥d
SAN3IS Vived

| 4SIFFLNG Ir18Nd THL]
NS NOILISINGDY A
SIVINNFI3A YNIA

5S04 PNIANVH]

~NQig123q IVI9T

SONILRNTI 2171904

AINONGD \—'

HOL23G
“1YNN93Y YWNIL
HLLM NOILY LTINSNO I
i $F11FIS0Yd T1g/
-9 SILVNTIVAT|
0LV ILSININAY

WY HDOIS TIE YHIAS

$31WRIOI4 BT8IPIT
SvadIIAS YT
STLIMN ALINNKD,

Ivamodd SALVILINI
ALINOHND)

VIVRLIYD? TN/
INOI LDZF PINILITN
FBVNYQ DNISAYI

LININITYIY NoiZvATVAZ
IVSIVIIAY \:.uukov*l r ALININWO? ~YN TS ﬁ&m.uua \::s.ttn*l rviml &S‘s&tiw*l NOILYILINI WY Y9034 FINBITOINO Q04




-l el W8
L -

1

APPENDIX C

METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING

POTENTIAL PROPERTY DAMAGE



C=-2

METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING POTENTIAL PROPERTY DAMAGE

The identification of properties with a high potential for meeting Section 1362

property eligibility criteria is based on estimates of the amount of damage that
is likely to be causea'by a one percent (100-year) flood. These damage estimates
are based on "Depth of Water/Percent Damage" relationships developed and current-

ly used by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (see Table C-1).

In order to apply these relationships, estimates are regquired of the first floor
elevation of each affected structure and the elevation of flood waters during

the projected one percent flood. Estimates of first floor elevation were usually
made by estimating the ground level elevation at the structure and then estimat-
ing the height of the first floor above ground level. 1In some cases, detailed
data available from surveys conductecd for sewerage studies provided data on the
sill elevations of individual structures. Table C-2 describes the sources of
information for these elevation estimates. Estimates of flood water elevations‘
also had two parts. Estimates of still water elevations were taken directly from
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMS) for each of the study areas. Wave crest

elevations were estimated using the FEMA Field Manual for Estimating Wave Heights

in Coastal High Hazard Areas in Atlantic and Gulf Coast Regions, March 1981.

A detailed study procedure was developed to identify structures with a high poten-
tial for meeting Section 1362 property eligibility criteria. This procedure
allows for the sequential application of three sets of screening criteria. The
damage threshold used in each screening was set at 40 percent rather than 50 per-
cent to ensure that structures marginally subject to "damage substantially beyond

repair" were included.

1. 1Initial Screening. The preliminary screening involved only structures out-

side the V-zone and criteria were selected in order to identify, on the basis
of the most easily and quickly obtainable data, structures which could not be
expected to suffer extensive flocd damage under the most extreme circumstances.

This first screening involved four main steps:

o identification of structures located outside the V-zone
o grouping of structures within the smallest contour intervals delineated

on available topographic maps
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TABLE C-1: DEPTH OF WATER/PERCENT DAMAGE RELATIONSHIPS

1

{Depth of Water

Percent Damage Per Structure Type

One Story 2 or More . One Story 2 or More
At 1lst Floor (ft No Basement No Basement . With Basement With Basement
A-zone | V-zoneZ | A-zone | V-Zonel | A-zone |V-zonelZ | A-zone |V-zone?
-3 0 0 0 0
-2 4 7 3 .5
-1 0 0 0 0 8 14 5 9
0 7 12 . 5 9 11 19 7 12
1 10 .18 9 16 18 32 11 19
2 14 25 13 23 20 35 17 30
3 i 23 39
4 28
5 33
6 38
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

lSource:

Federal Insurance Administration, FEMA, "Depth-Percent Damage Data,"
21, 1974, except as noted in footnote 2 below.

January

2v—zone estimates =1.75 x A-zone estimates. The 1.75 factor represents an adjustment,

based on an evaluation of damages to structures caused by wave impact during Hurricané
Frederic in September 1979, discussed in Elevating to the Wave Crest Level, A Benefit:

Cost Analysis, Federal Emergency Management Agency, July 1980,

Damage thresholds used for this study.
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Study Areas
Norwa 1k
Harborview

Norws 1k
islands

Fairfield

Pine Creek
Beach

Stratford
Long Beach

Milford

Milford
Point

Cedar Beach
Sayview

Silver Beach

Guilford
Grass Island

Madison
Circle Beach

Clinton
Cedar Island
Harbor View
Clinton Beach
Westhrook
Grove Beach
West Beach
01d Saybrook

Chalker Beach

Great Hammock
Beach

Plum Bank
Beach

01d Lyme
Hawks Nest

ang
Sound View

TABLE C-2:

Priwary Dats

Detalled topographic mepping. Scele 1" = 100 fr. Contour
interval = 2 ft. Supplemented with si1) elevations from
Metcalf § £ddy sewer plon.

Detalled topographic mspping.
interval = 2 ft.

Scale 1" = 100 ft. Contour

RMFA slevstion measurements. (Yown topographic mapping
does not include Long Beach srea)

Detailed topographic mapping. Scale 1" » 200 fi. Lontour
interval » 2 ft.

Detalled topographic mapping., Scale 1" e 200 f¢. Contour
Interval « 2 ft. Supplemented with sil| slevations from
Metcalf & Eddy sewer plans.

Octailed topographic mapping. Secale 1™ » 20D f¢. Contour
interval « 2 ft,
Oetai led topographic mapping, Scale 1" « 200 ft. Contour

interval = 2 ft,

RNFA elevation measurements. (Town sopographic mapping
does not include Grass !sland area)

RMFA elevation measurements.

(Town does not have topo-
graphic mapping)

RMFA elevation. measuraments.

(Town" does not have - topo-
graphic mapping})

MMFA elavation meesurements.

(Town does not have topo-
graphic mapplng)

RMFA elevation measurements.

{Town does not have topo-
graphic mapping)

Detalled topographic mapping.
interval = 5 f¢,

Scale )" = 200 ft. Contour
(Town does not have topoarsphic mpping)

Detaifed topographic mapping. Seale 1" = 200 ft. Contour
interval = § ft. (Town does not have topographic mpping)

RMFA elevation measurements.

(Town does not have topo~
graphic mapping)

RNFA elevation measurements.

{Town does not have topo-
graphic mapping)

RMFA elevation measurements. (Town does not heve topo~
graphic mapping)

RMFA elevation measurements.

(Town does not have topo-
graphic mapping)

DATA SOURCES FOR ELEVATION ESTIMATES

Elevation Reference
Points (Ft. sbove M.5,L.)

-

Top of landward ends of stone grola,
Elevation 12.0.

Mall b fe. up wtility pole #2589,
Circle Besch Road. Elevation 5.75 ft.

Nall 1€t. up utility pole #2508,
Circle Basch Rosd. Elevation 5,75 ft.

Top of catch basin In Grove Street
ndar concrete bulkhead st town dock.
Elavation 5.6 f¢,

Large nali in utllity pole 7963,
West Road. Elevation assumed to be
10.0 fe.

Top flenge of fire hydrant at £143
Shore Roed (Property Map 85, 8lock
72, Lot 112). Elevation 10.40 f¢.

Tob of fire hydrant on Cranton Street
Just north of Lot 76 {Properey map 12).
Elevation 7.59 ft.

Lowest floor of dwelling of f Walker
Avenue {lot 48, Mep 14). Elavation
12,76 ft.

Lowest floor of dwelling off Walker
Avenve (Lot 4B, Mep 14), Elevation
12.76 ftr.

Nail marked on utility pole near Lot
246, Map 6, Hartford Avenve. Elevation
B ft,

Bronze disk in ledge outcrop 165 ft.
south of State Route 156, 43 ft. sast
of Mashington Ave. Elevation 20.53 ft.

S

Source of Detailed
Yopographic Mepping
Elevation Reference Potnts

City of Norwslk
Engineering Office

Town of Fairfield
Town Pisn & Zoning Office

Town of Stratford
Town Engineer

City of Milfard
Enpineering Office

Clty of Milford
Engineering Office

City of Milford
Engineering Office

City of Milford
Engineering Office

TYown of Madison
Town Engineer

Town of Radison
Town Engineer

Town of Clinton

-loning Enforcement Office

Town of Clinton
Zoning Enforcement Office

Town of Clinton
Zoning Enforcement Office

C.E. Maguire, inc.
Mew Britain, Connecticut

C.E. Maguire, Inc.
Mew Britain, Connecticut

Yown of 0}d Seybrook
2onting Enforcement Officer

Town of Old Saybrook
2oning Enfurcement Officer

Town of 0ld Saybrook
2Zoning Enfarcement Officer

Town of Old Lyme
Zoning Enforcement Officer

Flood insurance Rate Mep,
Town of 0id Lyme, Ct.
Elevation Reference Mark £13
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o estimation of the height of water in each structure outside of the
V-zone, based on the still water elevation of the one percent flood
and lowest case first floor elevation éssumptions.(e.g., first floor
is at the same level as the lowest contour).

o estimation of the worst case amount of damage to each structure caused
by the one percent flood, based on the height of flood water estimates
and worst case assumptions of structural characteristics (e.g., one
story with basement). (Table C-3 was prepared to assist in this de-

termination.)

Second Screening. The second screening included structures inside and out-

side of the V-zone and was designed to eliminate additional structures from
consideration before detailed field observations of each site were necessary.
The application of the second set of scfeening criteria to the candidate
structures that passed through the initial screening involved three main

steps:

o calculation of wave crest elevations at representative points in each
study area where detailed topographic mapping was available.

o estimation of one percent flood water height in each structure, based
on still water flood elevation, calculated wave crest elevations, and
where available, more precise first floor elevétion data than could
be interpolated off the topographic maps, i.e. sewerage studies (rather
than lowest case first floor elevation assumptions used in the initial
screening) .

0 estimation of percent damage to each structure taking into consideration
the number of stories and presence of a basement, as determined from tax

assessment records.

Final Assessment. The final assessment applied to all structures passing

through the first and second screening and to all structures for which these
screenings were not possible. This assessment required detailed field ob-
servations and measurements. As a result of wide town-to-town variation in
data quantity and quality, it was necessary to determine the approximate
ground and first floor elevations using a surveyor's level and the closest
and most easily obtainable elevation reference points in each study area for

which detailed topographic mapping was unavailable.
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These measurements did not include a detailed elevation determination of
each individual structure. Sufficient elevation points were established

to allow (a) the grouping of structures into areas of approximately equal
elevation; (b) the analysis of relative elevations throughout the study
area; (c) the calculation of wave crest elevations along continuqus reaches
of the shoreline with éimilar elevations. The average first floor eleva-
tions above grade level of groups of similarly elevated structures, rather
than the first floér elevation of each individual structure, were also

estimated.

The height of the water (wave crest) in groups of structures was calculated
and Table C-1 was used to estimate potential damage. Table C-3 served as

a field guide for estimating potential damage to groups of strﬁctures. In
some cases, the calculation of the first floor elevations and worst case
damage of the lowest structures in a group allowed the entire group to be
eliminated from consideration. The elevation of some structures, naturally,
will vary from the average elevation. These exceptions are not factored into

the final assessments.
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TABLE C-3 FIELD GUIDE FOR ESTIMATING PERCENT DAMAGE

V-ZONE STRUCTURES (Base Flood Elevation = 11 ft. above NGVD)
Height of Structure Average Grade Elevation Maximum Wave Crest

Above Ground (ft.) in Flood Reach Elevation (Rounded to Type of Structures
(Avg. Mgt, of Group) (ft. Above NGVD) nearest ft. above NGVD)  Meeting Damage Criteria
0 &4 15 all
5 14 all
6 ] all
7 13 all
8 13 1S noB/1S 8/25 B
9 12 1S noB/1S B
10 12 no structures
1 4 15 all
5 1] all
6 1h all
7 13 1S noB/1S B/2S 8
B 13 1S noB/1S B/2S B
9 12 no structures
10 12 no structures
2 4 15 atl
5 14 all
6 1k all
7 13 1S noB/1S B/2S 8
8 13 1S noB/1S B
9 12 no structures
10 12 no structures
3 4 15 all
5 14 all
6 14 1S noB/1S B/2S B
7 13 1S noB/15 B
8 13 no structures
9 12 no structures
10 12 no structures
4 4 15 all
5 1] . 1S B/1S no8/2S 8
[ 4 1S B/1S noB/2S B
7 13 - no structures
8 13 no structures
9 12 no structures
10 12 no structures
[ 4 15 all
5 14 1S B/1S noB/2S B
6 14 1S B/1S noB/2S B
7 13 no structures
8 13 no structures
9 12 no structures
1] 12 no ‘structures
6 4 15 15 B/1S noB/2S B
5 14 1S B/1S noB/2S B
6 th no structures
7 13 no Structures
8 13 no structures
L] 12 no structures
10 12 no structures
NON-V ZONE STRUCTURES (Base Flood Elevation = 11 ft. above NGVD)
Height of Structure Average Grade
Above Ground Elevation in Type of Structures
{Aver. hgt. of group) _Flood Reach Meeting Damage Criteria
0 4 1S 8/1S no 8
. 5 1S noB
6 no structures
7 no structures
8 no structures
1 4 15 noB ~
5 no structures
6 no structures
7 no structures
8 no structures






